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ABSTRACT 
LORD, MADELEINE. The Teaching of Dance: a Characteriza­
tion of Dance Teacher Behaviors in Technique and Choreo­
graphy Classes at the University Level. (1979) 
Directed by: Gay E. Cheney, Ph.D. Pp. 244. 
The study intended to characterize dance teacher 
behaviors as observed in two choreography and two technique 
classes at the university level. The characterization was 
made in terms of verbal and nonverbal behaviors, the 
directness and indirectness of approach, the flexibility 
of strategy and the dominant teaching patterns. 
Prior to data collection, Joyce's System of teacher 
behaviors analysis (1967) was modified to account for the 
nonverbal and verbal communication as well as the teacher-
student interaction taking place in dance classes. A train­
ing program using the modified system (LAJS), subsequently 
carried out by two coders, gave opportunity to estimate 
reliability of the tool. Satisfactory standards of object­
ivity and reliability were met. 
Data were generated from the systematic observation 
and coding of 20 audio-video recordings of choreography 
and technique classes distributed over the introductory, 
core, and end parts of a 17-week semester. The recorded 
information was subsequently tabulated by computer into six 
50 x 50 matrices which served as a basis for the character­
ization of dance teacher behaviors in each type of class. 
The characterization in terms of the proportion of verbal 
and nonverbal behaviors relied on the analysis of the verbal, 
nonverbal and total dimensions of the teacher categories. 
The characterization in terms of directness and indirect­
ness of approach relied on the analysis of I/D ratios cal­
culated for the procedure and information category, while 
that of instructional flexibility relied on the analysis of 
reflective/structured strategy ratios calculated for the 
same categories. The characterization in terms of dominant 
teaching patterns relied on the analysis of five patterns 
emerging from the five top cells of the matrix. 
Within the limitations of this study, the teacher 
behaviors observed in choreography classes were revealed to 
be 2.53 times more verbal than nonverbal; moderately 
direct when dealing with procedure and indirect when dealing 
with content; inflexible when dealing with content and 
more flexible when dealing with procedure; most frequently 
evoking unpredictable student behaviors through the commu­
nication of teacher's conclusions or opinions, most frequently 
providing feedback in the form of teacher's conclusions or 
opinions, and dominated by unpredictable student behaviors. 
The teacher behaviors observed in technique classes were 
revealed to be 1.17 times more verbal than nonverbal; very 
direct when dealing with both content and procedure; in­
flexible when dealing with both content and procedure; most 
frequently eliciting predictable student behaviors through 
imposing a plan or a procedure or delivering information; 
most frequently providing feedback in the form of infor­
mation or imposition of plan or procedure, and dominating 
the interaction process. 
Following the investigator's use of the LAJS in 
this study, a critique based on the model of Herbert and 
Attridge (1975) was developed to evaluate its potential 
for use in future studies. The LAJS was judged to have a 
limited potential for further use in the description of 
dance classes. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Today and since the 1960's, the arts have enjoyed a 
receptive climate in society. This climate has been par­
ticularly beneficial to the growth of dance, both as a 
performing art and as an educational experience (Kraus, 
1969). The pleasures of dance are no longer reserved for 
just a few. Whether spectator, beginner or professional 
dancer, teacher or choreographer, an important and ever-
increasing proportion of the population keeps in contact 
with this art form and thus stimulates its continuous 
growth. Among other factors, the inclusion of dance in 
the curriculum at university, secondary and primary levels 
of education has played and continues to play an important 
role in this phenomenon. 
As it applies to university instructors, however, the 
term "dance education" refers not only to the teaching of 
dance but to teacher preparation as well. A brief exami­
nation of the National Dance Association's Dance Directory 
(Toitiam, 1976) reveals that teacher preparation represents 
a major concern of those involved in the educational set­
ting. In institutions which offer courses in dance edu­
cation, a great deal of emphasis is placed not only upon 
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teaching young students the theory and content of dance 
but upon preparing them in turn to pass these skills on to 
others. 
The qualitative and quantitative improvement of dance 
education is a constant concern of dance educators, and 
the teaching of dance is at the center of that concern. 
Indeed, the endless search for better instructional prac­
tices—specifically, teaching activities likely to facili­
tate more meaningful learning in and about dance— consti­
tutes a major factor for improvement in dance education. 
The search for better teaching methods could profit a great 
deal from the development of a body of knowledge regarding 
the nature and efficiency of teaching processes appropriate 
to different types of dance classes. Such a body of know­
ledge is not currently available. 
The dance literature does, on the other hand, provide 
numerous educational dance theories among which those of 
Hawkins (1964), Hayes (1964), H'Doubler (1957), Lockhart 
(1973) and Preston (1963) are generally considered to be 
most influential. In the development of dance theories, 
several authors have given special attention to teaching 
methodologies. In addition to clarifying their views re­
garding appropriate educational goals and content, some 
have developed and proposed specific instructional methods 
or techniques as particularly appropriate for dance. Such 
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methods as "problem solving" (Hawkins, 1964; Murray, 1953; 
Winters, 1975) , exploration (Murray, 1953; North, 1971) or 
teacher direction (Murray, 1953; North, 1971), to name a 
few, have been suggested as guides for the teaching of dance. 
Clear information regarding the nature of prescribed methods 
is provided in some cases. However, very little information 
is offered regarding reliable bases upon which these pres­
cribed methods can be judged "better" or "more efficient". 
It seems that current recommendations for teaching of dance 
rest primarily upon experiential bases and are seldom ac­
companied by explicit empirical analysis. In the light of 
current educational research which stresses students' growth 
and learning as the ultimate criterion for evaluating teach­
ing effectiveness, this investigator believes that more 
empirical evidence regarding the effectiveness of the vari­
ous teaching processes would be a helpful addition to the 
literature of dance. Information of this sort would inevi­
tably expand the existing body of knowledge that deals 
with the teaching of dance and, at the same time, provide 
sound bases for future improvements in dance education. 
Any investigation of teaching methods currently under­
taken is necessarily related to the impressive number of 
studies using different "methods of teaching" as independent 
variables which were conducted in a variety of academic 
settings at the beginning of this century. According to 
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Dunkin and Biddle (1974) and Dussault (1973), this half cen­
tury of research has yielded no significant research results 
about methods of teaching. The inconclusiveness of most of 
these investigations has prompted researches to seriously 
question "methods" as adequate variables for verifying the 
effectiveness of teaching. They have come to realize that 
until recently, very little has been known about the teach­
ing process itself as it occurs daily in classes. An 
increased awareness among investigators of the extreme 
complexity of the teaching phenomenon caused the real debate 
to be defined not in terms of which methods or techniques 
are better, but in terms of how those methods and techniques 
might be described (Barrett, 19 71). For the most part edu­
cational researchers (Brophy and al., 19 74; Medley and 
Mitzel, 1963) agree that umbrella terms such as "methods" 
or "teaching styles" are inadequate for research purposes. 
Such terms, they point out, generally include such a 
variety of separate and perhaps unrelated behaviors that 
they cannot serve the function of variables. On the other 
hand, significant process variables have been defined in 
terms of specific teacher behavior. What the teacher actu­
ally says and does in the classroom is recognized as a 
major influence on a student's growth and learning. In 
the actual context of research on teaching, the identifi­
cation of significant variables necessitates the systematic 
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description of teaching activities as they naturally occur 
in class. This descriptive approach is frequently refer­
red to as the "analytical-descriptive" trend of research on 
teaching. 
Initiated by the work of Anderson and Brewer (1945), 
Hughes (1959) and Withall (1949), the descriptive-analytical 
approach has been further defined and developed through the 
work of Bellack (1966), Flanders (1974), Gallagher and Ashner 
(1963) , Galloway (1970) , Joyce and Harootunian (1967) , and 
Smith and Meux (1963) . The present study undertaken here 
represents this investigator's attempt, certainly among 
the first, to apply this approach to the teaching of dance. 
No descriptive data are available regarding dance 
classes. On the other hand, very few of the variables iden­
tified to date can be considered valid for application to 
the teaching process of dance. For the purposes of research, 
it indeed appears inappropriate to use variables related to 
settings involving primarily verbal subject matters and rela­
tively stable environments to study the dance teaching 
process which primarily involves non-verbal subject matter 
and a relatively freer environment (Bookhout, 1967). Very 
little is known about the teaching process of dance itself 
as it naturally occurs in daily classes. One of the few 
endeavors in this direction is Brauer's (1975) study of 
current teaching approaches in modern dance. This research, 
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however, did not rely on a systematic and objective obser­
vation strategy. The need to gather objective and accurate 
data describing the teacher-student interaction as it occurs 
in the dance studio was first acknowledged by Lunt (19 74). 
Influenced by the analytical-descriptive trend of research 
on teaching, Lunt regarded information of this sort as 
essential to enabling dance educators to evolve toward a 
deeper understanding of the teaching phenomenon of dance. 
A systematic inventory of actualities appropriate to dance 
instruction is likely to provide more certainty concerning 
which specific behaviors occur in dance classes and under 
what circumstances these behaviors occur (Flanders, 1970). 
An essential first step toward the eventual development of 
a theory of teaching is the analysis and measure of each 
individual teaching process as it affects student learning. 
Gathering and assimilating such information might not only 
lead to an increased understanding, on the part of the 
instructor, of the dance teaching process itself, but to 
a greater degree of control over that process as well. 
Endeavors of that sort represent a means of more certain 
identification of variables involved in this phenomenon. 
In relation to this problem, much can be learned from 
descriptive-analytical research conducted in movement set­
tings. According to Locke (1978) and Nixon and Locke 
(1973), a descriptive-analytical trend of research focused 
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on activity classes has begun to emerge and is well on 
its way to providing significant information describing 
such classes. 
Influenced and supported, then, by this analytical-
descriptive trend of research on teaching, this study is 
an attempt at systematic description of the dance teaching 
process as it occurs in two types of dance classes: cho­
reography and technique. By identifying, describing and 
analyzing the teaching events as they occurred in these 
two dance settings, the researcher hopes to isolate the 
characteristics of each and, at the same time, to evaluate 
the appropriateness of the observational system used in 
this study for further use in the systematic description of 
dance classes. Such information may contribute to a better 
understanding of current teaching practices in the field of 
dance and, at the same time, provide a broad basis for 
further analysis of the instructional method as it relates 
specifically to the teaching of dance. 
Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of this study was to describe the teach­
ing process as it occurred in two different kinds of dance 
classes. One of the classes focused on choreography and 
the other on technique. Both were taught at the university 
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level. More particularly, the research sought to charac­
terize the behavior of two experienced teachers as they 
were observed in each setting. Influenced by the works 
of current educational researchers, specifically Flanders, 
Cheffers and Joyce, this characterization was done in terms 
of: (a) the proportion of verbal and nonverbal behaviors, 
(b) the directness or indirectness of the instructional ap­
proach, (c) the instructional flexibility, and (d) the 
dominant teaching patterns. 
A secondary intention of this study was to evaluate 
the potential of the investigator's adaptation of the Joyce 
system of teacher behavior analysis for future use in the 
study of dance classes. The evaluation was made according 
to three categories of criteria identified by Herbert and 
Attridge (1975) for judging the appropriateness and prac­
ticality of an observational system. These criteria cate­
gories are those of identification, validity and practi­
cality. 
Definition of Terms 
Lord Adaptation of Joyce's System (LAJS) — A cate­
gorical tool, low inference, adapted from Joyce and Haroo-
tunian (1967), with additional input from Cheffers et al. 
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(1974) and Grant and Hennings (1971) for recording teacher-
student verbal and nonverbal interaction in movement clas­
ses . 
Experienced dance teachers — Dance faculty members 
having at least the Master's degree in dance, two years of 
experience teaching dance at the university level, and 
currently teaching within the graduate or undergraduate 
dance major programs at the University of North Carolina 
at Greensboro's Dance Division during the Spring semester, 
1978. 
Choreography classes — Choreography and composition 
classes included in the graduate and undergraduate dance 
major programs of the Dance Division of the University of 
North Carolina at Greensboro during the Spring semester, 
1978. 
Technique classes— Modern dance technique classes 
included in the graduate and undergraduate dance major 
programs of the Dance Division of the University of North 
Carolina at Greensboro during the Spring semester, 1978. 
Teacher behavior — Any verbal or nonverbal act of 
the teacher occurring in the context of interaction with 
dance classes (Flanders, 1970). 
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Direct teacher behavior — verbal and nonverbal teacher 
behavior which "restricts the student's freedom of action 
by dictating a line of action" (Flanders, 1974: 115). In 
this study such behavior corresponds to the following verbal 
and nonverbal categories: imposing a plan or a procedure, 
imposing a standard of performance, asking questions for 
precise answers, providing information, providing personal 
conclusions or opinions (Joyce & Harootunian, 1967). 
Indirect teacher behavior — Verbal and nonverbal 
teacher behavior which "expands the student's freedom of 
action by encouraging his participation and initiative" 
(Flanders, 1974: 115). In this study, such behavior cor­
responds to the following verbal and nonverbal categories: 
helping the students to determine a plan or a procedure, 
helping the students to determine a standard of performance, 
helping the students to theorize, helping the students 
toward self-expression (Joyce & Harootunian, 1967). 
Nonverbal behaviors — Conscious or unconscious phy­
sical motions (gestures, body movements and body positions) 
which occur in the context of classroom interaction. 
Verbal behavior — Oral commentary which occurs in 
the context of classroom interaction. 
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Interactive process — The verbal and nonverbal teacher 
and student behavior occurring mutually or reciprocally 
in the context of dance classes (Lunt, 1974) . 
Teaching patterns — "A short chain of events that can 
be identified and occurs frequently enough to be of interest" 
(Flanders, 1970: 4). 
Flexibility — "The extent to which a teacher modifies 
his teaching strategy in response to student behavior" (Joyce 
& Harootunian, 1967: 154) . 
Assumptions Underlying the Research 
The study acknowledges the following assumptions: 
1. The teacher's leadership role in dance classes is evi­
denced through overt and observable behaviors which 
can be systematically recorded. 
2. Five recorded teaching samples of 30-minute duration 
are considered representative of teacher behavior in 
one specific dance setting over a semester. These 
samples were randomly distributed both in classes 
taken from the beginning, middle and end of semester 
and moments of recording scheduled at the beginning, 
middle and end of classes. 
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Every class period has a beginning, a middle and an 
end. 
Every dance course spread out over a semester has 
introductory, core, and end lessons. 
Two classes each of choreography and technique are 
considered sufficient to provide sufficient information 
for the study, given its limited scope. 
Scope of the Study 
This study is limited by the following considerations: 
It was concerned with only two teachers who were dance 
faculty members at the University of North Carolina at 
Greensboro. 
It examined four dance classes conducted during the 
Spring semester 1978: one advanced and one intermediate 
choreography class; two intermediate modern dance tech­
nique classes. Each of the classes was scheduled for 
one hour and a half duration, twice a week. 
The choreography and the technique classes on which 
the study focuses dealt with the modern dance idiom. 
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4. The teacher behavior data were generated by observation 
and recording of twenty half-hour teaching samples ran­
domly taken at the beginning, the middle and the end 
of five different teaching periods in each class. The 
sampling spans the entire fourteen weeks of the semes­
ter. 
5. The data were recorded in the natural setting of the 
dance class as conducted by the teacher. 
6. One of the choreography classes was taught by two teach­
ers, the second of whom was omitted from the study. 
Significance 
As an initial analytical descriptive investigation of 
dance teaching, this study has the potential to make two 
major contributions. First, it may provide an observational 
system suitable for use in further studies of the teaching 
process in dance. This system is an extension and adaptation 
of the Joyce (196 7) model of analysis of teacher behavior, 
making it consistent with the interactive nature of the 
teaching process as well as the nonverbal nature of the sub­
ject matter of dance. 
Second, by analyzing and describing the teaching pro­
cess as it occurred in two choreography and two technique 
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classes, this research will provide precise information re­
garding these two teachers' manipulation of the dance content, 
organizational strategies and climate in each setting. Such 
information has the potential to provide a sound basis for 
identifying some specificities and defining valid variables 
for each teaching process. Further investigations regarding 
the similarities and differences between teacher behaviors 
occurring in choreography classes and teacher behaviors occur­
ring in technique classes_at different educational levels, 
and also between teaching behaviors in dance and those in 
other disciplines, will perhaps evolve from the present study; 
in turn, they may contribute to a more precise identification 
of uniqueness and commonalities of dance teacher behaviors. 
As an ultimate contribution, it is hoped this study will 
clarify significant issues in the teaching of dance and 
eventually, in teacher education. 
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CHAPTRE II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The literature reviewed is divided into two sections: 
research on teaching and dance education theories. In the 
first section, the theoretical context of current research 
in teaching is presented first. It provides a summary of 
what the literature indicates as changes in educational 
research theories in the last two decades. It is followed 
by methodological considerations regarding observational 
systems used in descriptive analysis of teacher behaviors, 
and then by a review of observational studies conducted in 
movement classes. Because it had a particular influence on 
the development of the category system used in this study, 
special attention is given to Joyce's system of teacher be­
haviors analysis and Grant's system for the analysis of 
nonverbal activity. This part of the review of literature 
provides a theoretical basis and substantial background for 
the procedures, methods and analysis of data used in this 
s tudy. 
The organization of the second section on dance edu­
cation is based on the theoretical framework of the tool 
of systematic observation used in this study. It includes 
three parts corresponding to the three frames of reference 
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comprising Joyce's model of teacher behaviors analysis. 
This section provides a summary on the basis of which the 
investigator concluded the appropriateness of Joyce's 
rationale for the analysis of dance classes. The second 
section deals with dance education theories and literature 
on the teaching of dance published since the 1940's. 
Research on Teaching 
A review of educational research theories published 
since 196 0 was undertaken. Dealing mainly with recent 
fundamentalists' works published in the field since the 
emergence of the analytical-descriptive trend of research 
on teaching, this section not only provides a summary of 
what current literature regards as the most important changes 
to occur in the field of research on teaching, but also 
seeks to clarify the theoretical framework used as a back­
ground for this investigation. 
Change of Orientation of Research on Teaching 
By observing that "teachers and pupils are now being 
studied in interaction in many classrooms in U.S. and other 
countries" (p. 15), Dunkin and Biddle (1974) acknowledged 
the drastic change of orientation witnessed in research on 
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teaching during the last two decades. From study of the 
influence of the teacher's personal characteristic and pro­
fessional training on the student's learning, educational 
researchers have begun to focus upon the influence of the 
teaching process itself. There is a common belief among 
such researchers that teaching is neither mystical nor eso­
teric. Joyce and Harootunian (1967), in fact, insist that 
"teaching is understandable and that competence in the 
profession can be improved by rational effort" (p. vii). 
What the teacher does in the classroom is at the heart of 
the matter and is viewed by many researchers as a deter­
minant factor of what the student actually learns (Brophy, 
Biddle, & Good, 1975; Dunkin & Biddle, 1974; Flanders, 
1970) . 
The teaching process itself, as it occurs naturally, 
has become the object of study of educational researchers. 
Considerable amounts of time and energy have been and are 
currently being applied to the exploration of the variables 
in the teaching process and to a study of their influence 
on students' growth. With the introduction of these 
new investigative priorities, numerous changes have occur­
red in the traditional approach to research on teaching, 
among which are changes in the basic research paradigm, in 
the teaching theory, and in the concept of teaching effec­
tiveness . 
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Changes in the basic research paradigm. Dussault 
(1973) illustrated the traditional paradigm of research 
on teaching with a dyad. According to this view, two 
groups of variables were considered. The independent 
group, labeled "What the teacher is", was related to "Suc­
cess in teaching" as the dependent group of variables. 
This way of looking at the study of teaching effectiveness 
elicited much criticism, however, and by the middle of this 
century was no longer considered appropriate. 
Among the numerous critiques of this traditional ap­
proach to research on teaching, one of the most severe was 
that it neglected those crucial classroom events which 
characterize all teaching activities, such as questioning, 
lecturing, criticizing, giving directions, etc. (Dunkin & 
Biddle, 1974). The consideration of such events by research­
ers eventually made necessary the introduction of a new 
group of variables as a middle component of the research 
paradigm. Dussault (197;) illustrated that change by trans­
forming the original dyad into a triad. In the frame of 
reference of this new paradigm, "What is happening in the 
classroom" as teacher an 1 students interact was regarded 
as related to "What the teacher is" in spite of the fact 
that it constituted a c antral group of independent varia­
bles affecting pupils' learning. Attempts to identify and 
classify those variables have shed some light on the extreme 
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complexity of the teaching phenomenon. According to Dus-
sault (1973), three areas of concern characterize the 
teaching process. These areas include (a) the teacher, 
(b) the pupils, and (c) other factors such as subject 
"matter, context, physical environment, etc. These in 
turn, have prompted the current consideration of four 
types of variables which Dunkin and Biddle (1974) iden­
tified as: (a) presage variables, (b) context variables, 
(c) product variables, and (d) process variables. In speak­
ing of the first type of variables, researchers are gener­
ally referring to traits or characteristics most likely to 
influence the teacher's performance. Personality traits, 
professional training, physical appearance, and psychologi­
cal traits constitute examples of variables within this 
group. The term "context variables", on the other hand, 
usually refers to the physical, social, behavioral, temporal, 
and other aspects of the surroundings in which teaching 
takes place (Herbert & Attridge, 1975). The term "product 
variables" refers to the growth or learning observed among 
the students, while "process variables" refers to teacher 
and student behaviors as they influence one another in 
the dynamics of teaching and are themselves influenced by 
the presage and context variables. This impressive number 
of variables in turn, influence pupils' growth and learning 
at short- and long-term intervals. It is this extremely 
complex problem that researchers have to unravel. 
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A basic plan of action to define, channel and organize 
researchers' efforts toward that goal was provided by the 
"descriptive correlational-experimental" loop model. Pro­
posed by Furst and Rosenshine (1973) , this paradigm suggests 
an organization of research on teaching endeavors relying 
on three kinds of studies. In an unfixed sequence, the 
loop included (a) descriptive studies as a means of obtain­
ing quantitative information on the teaching process, 
(b) correlative studies as a means of securing information 
regarding relations between the descriptive variables and 
measure of student growth, and (c) experimental studies 
as a means of testing variables obtained in correlational 
studies in more controlled situations. By systematic and 
synchronized endeavors in these three areas, educational 
researchers are confident that better insight into the 
teaching process can be gained. The progressive understand­
ing of the teaching process is an aim for researchers whose 
main goal is the development of a teaching theory. 
Changes in theory of teaching and the concept of teach­
ing effectiveness. According to Dunkin and Biddle (19 74), 
early research on teaching relied on very limited theoretical 
bases which lacked potential implications for teacher edu­
cation. The absence of material connecting theory with 
teacher behaviors made it impossible to relate the existing 
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body of knowledge to professional practice. Educational 
researchers' current options might be considered more pro­
mising in this regard. According to Dunkin and Biddle 
(1974), students' and teachers' activities are regarded 
as observable events having discoverable causes and effects. 
By identifying teachers' and students' activities and study­
ing the relationships between their antecedents and conse­
quences, researchers feel that a theory of teaching can 
ultimately be elaborated. It is agreed that such a theory 
would provide teachers with pertinent information regarding 
ways in which optional conditions for learning can be pro­
vided. A theory of teaching would bridge the gap between 
learning theory and the actual instructional practices of 
the classroom. 
The definition of teaching effectiveness has been 
reconsidered in the context of such theory. It is agreed 
by Dunkin and Biddle (1974), Flanders (1970), Medley and 
Mitzel (1963), that teaching effectiveness must be determined 
according to the ultimate criterion of changes in pupils' 
growth. Intermediate criteria such as clarity, warmth or 
structure, to name a few, must be shown to be relevant, that 
is, correlated with the above-mentioned ultimate criterion 
(Medley & Mitzel, 196 3). Due to the fact that umbrella 
terms such as method or teaching style often include a 
wide variety of separate, and perhaps unrelated behaviors, 
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Brophy et al. (1975) stressed that effectiveness cannot be 
measured for a teacher or a method. Effectiveness must 
instead be measured for specific teacher behaviors. Ac­
cording to Medley and Mitzel (1963), "We judge effectiveness 
of a behavior in terms of the outcome we choose to study" 
(p. 85). The relations between behaviors and outcomes are, 
however, extremely complex. In an attempt to take into ac­
count all of the factors involved, Brophy et al. (1975) 
declare: 
We assume that lawful relationships can be dis­
covered between how the teacher acts and how the 
student reacts, although we also take for granted 
that most teaching behaviors will prove to be 
necessary but not sufficient as antecedents of 
students' outcomes. (p. 36) 
The Study of the Teaching Process 
According to Dussault (1973) "Educational researchers 
have basically attempted to establish what teaching should 
be without knowing what it is in reality" (p. 6). Dunkin 
and Biddle (1974) agree that very little is known about 
teaching. Brophy, Biddle and Good (1975) suggest that "we 
know more about how to train teachers than about what to 
teach them" (p. 36) . 
A first step in gathering information about the teach­
ing process relies on the careful observation and description 
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of the process "as it can be observed day after day in 
real classrooms where teacher and students are debating the 
problems of pedagogy and learning" (Dussault, 1973, p. 6). 
The undertaking of such a study is considered essential to 
the evolution of any science (Dussault, 19 73) which must 
forge a language of its own before attempting to explain 
its primary focus. This type of task requires the re­
searcher to enter into a systematic inventory of the reality 
to be named, described and classified. In the field of edu­
cation, such endeavors are regarded as imperative if any 
degree of certainty is to be given to classroom observation 
(Flanders, 1970). 
Systematic descriptions of "What is happening in the 
classroom" provide a reasonable degree of assurance about 
what specific behaviors have occurred and under what con­
ditions. Dunkin and Biddle (1974) suggested that such 
information is particularly relevant to the establishment 
of the variations and similarities which exist among the 
teaching processes in different educational settings (sub­
ject matter, grades, etc.). Such information provides a 
sound basis for further inferences about teaching. In­
ferring intentions from behaviors is, for Flanders (1970), 
essential to a more complete understanding of teaching. 
When deductive and inductive reasoning proces­
ses are combined and brought into balance, our 
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intentions help to set goals for teaching 
performance and an analysis of behaviors 
helps to explain what actually occurs. 
(p. 5) 
Systematic Observation of Teaching 
According to Herbert and Attridge (1975), "research 
findings can be no stronger than the weakest link in the 
methodological chain" (p. 2). The confidence one may put 
in research is dependent on the stregth of the instrument 
used. Thus, instrumentation is the cornerstone of research 
on teaching today. Currently, a multitude of direct ob­
servational tools exists, their number having been very 
conservatively estimated at 120 in 1973 (Furst & Rosenshine, 
1973), and increasing daily. Although all of these tools 
were basically designed for the purpose of describing and 
analyzing the teaching process, observational systems differ 
from one another in their format, basic units and focus; 
even more basically, they differ in their content. Depend­
ing on the aspect of teaching an author has chosen to study, 
different variables need to be considered. This need has 
generated the emergence of a great variety of observational 
systems. 
Systematic observation procedures actually exist in 
three main formats: category systems, sign systems, and 
rating scales. The category systems constitute the most 
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widely used form, but sign systems and rating scales 
also represent available alternatives. While sign systems 
allow for the recording of a few selected variables or 
events, the category systems and rating scales are meant 
to encompass the totality of the occurring teaching 
events. Dunkin and Biddle (1974) stated that category 
systems and rating scales are thus generally considered as 
more flexible and able to provide more complete information. 
Researchers frequently referred to category systems and 
rating scales as low inference and high inference systems. 
Although a low degree of inference may mean a more objective 
representation of the phenomenon under study, criticisms 
of category systems have been made. Brophy and Good (1975), 
for example, noted that their short concrete units of ob­
servation could result in trivial information gathering 
with the danger of neglecting important teaching variables. 
Such a concern is also expressed by Berliner (1976), who 
pointed out the need to include the qualitative dimension 
of teaching in the observational strategy. 
The high inference systems of rating scales are con­
sidered better suited to the observation of the qualitative 
aspect of teaching (Brophy, Biddle, & Good, 1975). Although 
they represent higher chances for distortion of the reality 
under study, the variables of the rating scales often defined 
in terms of warmth, clariy, enthusiasm and so on, have been 
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found to be good predictors of students' achievement 
(Furst & Rosenshine, 1973). This kind of tool, however, 
does not provide information regarding the teacher behaviors 
or procedures that have engendered such qualities as warmth, 
clarity, enthusiasm which, as mentioned previously, are 
usually taken as rating scales components (Biddle, Brophy, 
& Good, 1975. Dussault (1973) and Furst and Rosenshine 
(1973) agreed that, to some extent, all systematic obser­
vation systems distort reality and can provide only an in­
complete picture of the latter. For some scholars the 
combination of both formats of category systems and rating 
scales in the design of the observation strategy is viewed 
as a way of compensating for the weaknesses of each (Furst 
St Rosenshine, 1973) . 
The nature of the observation unit has strong impli­
cations for the validity of a system. Three types of units 
can be used. In the case of a phenomenal one, the unit is 
defined according to the natural occurrence of the teaching 
events. A unit lasts until a different event occurs. Be­
cause they respect the natural occurrence of the teaching 
events, such units, according to Biddle, Brophy, and Good 
(1975), are the most significant ones. A unit may also be 
determined according to the occurrence of specifically 
defined elements such as episode, cycle, teaching patterns, 
etc. Such units are labeled as analytical. Finally, a 
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unit may be determined according to time. An observation 
may, for example, be made every three, 10 or 15 seconds, 
as an arbitrarily imposed unit of time. Although they 
are highly artificial, arbitrary units provide the means for 
recording time and for objectively controlling the speed of 
the recording. One or a combination of units can be used 
in a single system. The use of a particular type of unit 
is determined by one's intent to obtain meaningful infor­
mation and control the rate of observation among observers 
(Biddle, Brophy, & Good, 1975; Herbert & Attridge, 1975). 
A need to keep account of the sequence of the observed 
events is also emphasized by Biddle, Brophy, and Good 
(1975) , and Furst and Rosenshine (1973) . The focus of a 
system is another aspect which needs to be considered. 
Some systems have limited their focus to the exclusive ob­
servation of the teacher or the students; others have con­
sidered both. 
Of all the factors affecting the validity of research 
results, the content of the observation system, that is its 
category items, certainly represents a most significant 
one. In selecting an observational tool one must make 
sure that its constituent categories are representative of 
the dimension of teaching under study. According to their 
content, available category systems have been classified 
in different ways. Dunkin and Biddle (1964), for example, 
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have classified observational systems into six broad 
families. These are: (a) the affective domain, (b) the 
cognitive material, (c) the psycho-motor events, (d) class­
room activities, (e) subject matter, and (f) sociological 
and physical environment of the classroom. Because few 
systems can belong to only one of these six families, Furst 
and Rosenshine (1973) prefer to classify observational 
instruments according to the source of the variables in­
volved. In this frame of reference existing systems are 
classified as: (a) developed from established theory or 
empirical research outside of education, or (b) developed 
from existing classroom category systems. The category 
items must be clearly defined, mutually exclusive as well 
as exhaustive in dealing with the problem under study. 
The design of an optimal observation strategy relies 
on two major aspects. Ideally, it should allow for the 
simultaneous use of a variety of observational tools in­
volving high and low inference systems (Furst & Rosenshine, 
1973). In addition to an acceptable degree of objectivity 
reliability and validity, each system should be carefully 
selected with regard to the appropriateness of the purpose 
of the study, of its content items, format, focus and basic 
observational units (Biddle, Brophy, & Good, 1975; Furst 
& Rosenshine, 1973) . With regard to the assessment of the 
current use of observational systems in the study of teaching, 
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major recommendations emerge from the literature. Furst 
and Rosenshine (1973) as well as Herbert and Attridge (1975) 
have expressed a need to give more attention to existing 
tools of systematic observation. According to Anderson 
(1971), educational researchers must avoid an unnecessary 
proliferation of observational tools. The inappropriate-
ness of existing tools should be clearly demonstrated 
before the creation of any new ones. 
Few observational tools have been used by persons 
other than their creators (Furst & Rosenshine, 1973). 
Greater than the need to identify new variables, there is 
the need to consider already existing systems. Further 
refinement of the latter along with their adaptation to 
the specificity of different subject matter is recommended 
(Furst & Rosenshine, 1973) . 
Observational Studies in Movement-Centered Disciplines 
A review of related literature revealed only one study 
in which an observational system had been created for spe­
cific applications to the teaching of dance: Lunt (1974) . 
Considering the fact that human movement, the subject 
matter of dance, is also shared by sport and physical edu­
cation, the investigator has opted to examine the literature 
related to observational tools focused on the teaching of 
movement in general. 
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Systematic descriptive research on the teaching of 
movement-centered disciplines is fairly recent and has been 
conducted mainly in the area of physical education. Al­
though this kind of research was initiated in the gymnasium 
by Elizabeth Bookhout (1967), its development really got 
underway in the early 1970's and is quite limited in scope 
(Anderson, 1971; Locke, 1978; Nixon & Locke, 1973). 
However, an analytical descriptive trend of research focused 
on movement classes, according to Locke (1977), is currently 
underway and gaining momentum. Some of the research accom­
plished so far has been applied to the "development of 
standardization of instruments for the systematic observation, 
recording and analysis of events in the gymnasium" (Locke, 
1978, p. 8). Two basic orientations emerge from the literature 
with regard to instrumentation: (a) the creation of instru­
ments specifically designed for the movement setting, and 
(b) adaptation of existing systems to make them consistent 
with the particularities of the movement setting. 
Observational systems specifically designed for the 
teaching of the movement-centered disciplines. Some system­
atic observation procedures have been developed by physical, 
sport and dance educators. Underlying their works is the 
belief that the teacher behaviors occurring in the gymnasium 
or the dance studio differ from those occurring in the 
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classroom (Bookhout, 1967; Fishman, 1974). A freer en­
vironment and the use of a nonverbal subject matter are 
conditions regarded as quite conducive to the emergence of 
teacher behaviors unique to activity classes (Bookhout, 
1967). In attempting to capture the uniqueness of the move­
ment setting, researchers have focused on the totality 
of the teaching process or on some aspects of it. Exist­
ing direct observational systems reflect these two options 
and thus differ in scope. 
The totality of the teaching process occurring in 
movement classes has been encompassed by the analysis of 
student-teacher interaction. To capture the interactive 
process of choreography classes, Lunt (1974) devised a 
multidimensional category system. The system focused on 
teacher-student verbal and nonverbal interaction and con­
sidered the cognitive, affective and motor dimensions of 
those interactive processes. Existing taxonomies in the 
cognitive and affective domain served as a base for the 
content and organization of the cognitive and affective 
dimension. Most of the kinetic-kinesthetic (motor) di­
mension was derived from dance literature related to cho­
reographic process and the integrated function of the 
cognitive, affective and motor domain for the choreographer 
(Lunt, 1974). The reliability, objectivity and validity 
of the system were estimated by testing the intrajudge 
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agreement and interclass correlation, the interjudge 
agreement and, finally, the content and construct validity. 
Although the tool satisfied the validity requirements, it 
did not meet an acceptable level of reliability and object­
ivity . 
The concept of instructional interaction as projected 
by Hawthorne (1968) led to Barrett's (1969) elaboration of 
an observation procedure adapted to the uniqueness of move­
ment education classes in-primary grades. On the basis 
of Hawthorne's (1968) idea of action unit, Barrett (1971) 
defined the interactive process of movement classes as one 
of "teacher and learners during which time movement tasks 
focus on the learner's response(s) and content being 
developed" (p. 25). With this characterization, Barrett 
(19 71) introduced the movement task as a key element of 
the movement classes. Her category system includes four 
dimensions: (a) movement task, (b) content, (c) guidance, 
and (d) movement responses. In general, her system allows 
for the description of the verbal behaviors of the teacher 
in relation to student movement responses. 
Barrett (1969) estimated the reliability, objectivity, 
and validity of her category system by testing the inter­
judge agreement, intrajudge agreement, content, and 
construct validity. Because it did not meet satisfactory 
standards for reliability and objectivity set at a percentage 
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of agreement of 80% or higher, she (1969, 1971) considered 
her category system as promising but inappropriate for 
research purposes. 
Anderson (cited by Barrette, 1977) created the physical 
education teachers' professional functions descriptive ob­
servational system. This multidimensional system utilizes 
a natural unit (the function of the teacher) to code teacher 
behavior in each of the six following dimensions: 1) function 
— the purpose of the behavior; 2) subscript — who carries 
out the function; 3) mode — the ways in which messages are 
transmitted or received; 4) direction — the person or per­
sons toward whom the behavior is directed; 5) substance — 
the subject matter in motor activity terms (e.g., basketball, 
volleyball, gymnastics); and 6) duration — the actual 
elapsed time in seconds, from the beginning to the end of 
the unit behavior. Anderson's system (1974) was used by 
Barrette (1977) to describe and analyze the occurrence, 
duration and distribution of teachers' behaviors in ele­
mentary and secondary school physical education classes. 
Amont other things, Barrette's study (1977) revealed that 
the observed teachers were doers and talkers (77% of 
functional units were coded as "does" while approximately 
60% of functional units were coded as "talks") and that they 
displayed a great amount of teacher dominance and control 
in the gymnasium. 
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Concerned by the teaching-learning relationship, Fish-
man (1974) designed a category system intended to describe 
the ways in which teachers provide augmented feedback in 
physical education classes. Limiting her focus to teacher 
behaviors only, the author based her system on the six 
categories of form, direction, time, teacher intent, general 
referent and specific referent. Laubach (1975) narrowed 
the focus of her observation to that of student's behaviors. 
For the purpose of analysis, she developed a multidimensional 
system used to measure "What the student is doing" (function), 
"How" (verbally or nonverbally), "How long" (time), and 
the content element involved. Laubach's (1975) system was 
later applied by Costello (1977) to the description of stu­
dent behaviors in elementary school physical education clas­
ses . 
On the basis of the preceding information, the re­
searcher concludes that few of the systems specifically 
designed for objectively describing the unique reality 
of movement classes have been used. Consequently, very 
limited descriptive information regarding variables appro­
priate to the process of teaching movement is available. 
Observational systems developed from adaptation of 
existing category systems. Among category systems designed 
for any subject matter, the Flanders Interaction Analysis 
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System (FIAS) has been the most often used of those pro­
cedures adapted to the description of movement classes. 
It is not, however, the only one. In order to study 
selected teacher behaviors of the physical education set­
ting, Hupe (1974), for example, devised a four-dimensional 
procedure, the categories of which were influenced by 
Bellack's (1966) and Openshaw and Cyphert's systems. In­
terested in the relation between the patterns of teacher 
behaviors and the climate of physical education classes, 
Bookhout (19 67) added new items to Medley and Mitzel's 
(1958) Observation Schedule and Record (OSCAR) to "accom­
modate as many physical education teaching behaviors as 
possible" (p. 338) . 
The Flanders Interaction Analysis System (FIAS) served 
as a basis for the development of observational procedures 
of the highest number of descriptive studies conducted in 
the movement setting. Limited to the analysis of the verbal 
dimension of teacher-student interaction, FIAS consists of 
ten categories divided into three parts: teacher talk, 
student talk, and silence or confusion. Teacher talk in­
cludes seven categories subdivided into those of direct and 
indirect influence. Student talk, on the other hand, is 
composed of two categories defined in terms of student res­
ponse and student initiation. The third division of silence 
or confusion is included in order to account for teaching 
events other than student talk or teacher talk. 
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To measure specific classroom behaviors in physical 
education classes, Nygaard (19 75) used Flanders' system in 
its original form. The results of his study showed that 
physical education teachers at different grade levels 
were a direct verbal influence, they did most of 
the talking, placed a great deal of emphasis on 
content, and viewed themselves as an authority 
figure in the classroom. (p. 351) 
The predominant interaction pattern of the classes 
Nygaard (1975) observed was found to consist of lecture, 
followed by silence or confusion, followed by lecture. 
For the purpose of describing the teaching process 
of physical education classes, Dougherty (1971) found it 
necessary to suggest a modification of FIAS in two ways. 
To account for the meaningful nonverbal activity of move­
ment classes, he proposed the addition of an eleventh 
category. He focused his second addition on the relation­
ship of the teacher to the class. Dougherty (1971) added 
some procedures to FIAS to allow for the recording of teacher 
behaviors directed to specific individuals or to the class 
as a whole. 
The need to account for some nonverbal aspects of the 
teaching of physical education, was acknowledged by Gasson 
(1971). To study the management of physical education clas­
ses he designed a tri-dimensional system. The latter in­
cluded teacher talk and student talk as defined by Flanders, 
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to which the author added the consideration of the location 
of the teacher and the amount of child activity. 
For the purpose of describing the interaction between 
secondary school physical education teachers and their 
pupils, Mancuso (1972) fused Flanders' verbal categories 
and Love and Roderick's (1971) nonverbal categories into 
one system. Among other things, her study revealed that 
the observed interaction was predominantly direct and 
could be described as teacher demonstration, direction and 
focusing attention. With the same objective as Mancuso's 
in mind, but at the elementary level, Rankin (1975) designed 
a bi-dimensional system. Including five categories, the 
verbal dimension was inspired by Flanders. The nonverbal 
dimension focused mainly on student's behaviors but accounted 
also for teacher gesture and nonresponse or confusion. 
A most widely used adaptation of FIAS is the one devised 
by John Cheffers (1974) and his associates. Cheffers Adapt­
ation of Flanders Interaction Analysis System (CAFIAS) is an 
expansion of FIAS to make it feasible for the description 
of both verbal and nonverbal interaction, teacher behaviors 
and pupils' responses. The basic rationale is similar for 
CAFIAS and FIAS. 
Cheffers, Amidon, and Rodgers (1974) modified FIAS by 
adding a nonverbal category dimension to account for non­
verbal communication. On the model of FIAS, verbal categories 
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were identified by one digit number, and the nonverbal ones 
were identified as their teen equivalent. For the movement 
setting, Cheffers et al. (1974) found it necessary to break 
down Flanders' category "silence or confusion" into two 
distinct parts. Category 10 was defined as chaos or con­
fusion while category 20 was defined as silence. Cheffers 
et al. (1974) also found it appropriate to expand the idea 
of the teacher. Based on the premise that "if learning oc­
curs, then teaching is taking place" (Cheffers et al1974, p. 
12), the teacher's role in CAFIAS can be assigned to the 
classroom teacher, other learners or students doing the 
teaching, or to the environment. 
Specific coding procedures were developed by Cheffers 
et al. (19 74) to account for the recording of teaching 
situations involving the division of the class into small 
groups. CAFIAS allows for the recording of whole class 
and group activities as two different events. 
To favor a more truthful description of the student's 
behaviors, Cheffers et al. (1974) added one category to FIAS 
student categories. Accounting for the students' responses 
involving convergent thinking, these categories (8\ and 18\) 
were devised to correct the obligatory coding in FIAS of 
this type of student behavior as a purely mechanical response. 
To serve diverse descriptive purposes, CAFIAS has been 
used in several studies conducted in a variety of settings, 
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primarily involving movement or no movement. A recent com­
pilation of descriptive studies (Cheffers & Mancini, 1978) 
revealed this instrument of systematic observation to have 
been used in therapeutic or clinical settings, in classrooms 
as well as in the gymnasium. The compilation also revealed 
CAFIAS to have been used to describe, analyze and compare 
different aspects of the teaching process. Among these in­
vestigations, Batchelder (1976) conducted a study that of­
fered descriptive information pertinent to this study. She 
used CAFIAS to compare predictive estimates of classroom 
process behaviors in Math, English, and Physical Education. 
Her study showed some teaching patterns to be particularly 
frequent in physical education classes. "Teacher direction" 
followed by "student predictable response" was revealed to 
be the most frequent sequence of behaviors to occur in that 
setting. The second most frequent sequence of behaviors was 
identified as "extended teacher lecturing". Batchelder's 
(1976) study also revealed physical education teacher be­
haviors to be primarily direct and to involve approximately 
as many verbal as nonverbal teacher behaviors. 
Other Observational Systems Pertinent to this Study 
The Manual for Analyzing the Oral Communications of 
Teachers. The Manual for Analyzing the Oral Communications 
of Teachers (Joyce and Harootunian, 1967) was developed for 
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the purpose of teacher preparation. Based on the authors' 
belief that the potentially better teacher is the one who 
can purposefully adjust his teaching behaviors to different 
goals, students and situations (Joyce & Harootunian, 
1967), the manual was devised to help teachers enlarge 
their repertoire of teaching behaviors. The authors se­
lected three frames of reference as guides for the system­
atic analysis of teachers' behaviors. These were identified 
as: social climate, content, and teaching strategies. 
They respectively served as bases upon which to develop 
the subcategories of sanction, information and procedure. 
Joyce's selection of above-mentioned frames of reference 
was supported by the belief that adequate frames of refer­
ence for teacher education are needed 
(a) to provide among them a balanced view of 
teaching; (b) to provide a terminology that can 
be communicated effectively to a great many prac­
titioners working at many levels, and (c) to 
enable practitioners to view teaching in terms of 
important theoretical positions. (Joyce and Hod­
ges, 1966, p. 410). 
With respect to the analysis of the teachers' verbal 
behaviors, Joyce's model, like FIAS (Flanders, 1974), was 
intended to quantify direct and indirect teacher behaviors. 
In Joyce's system (1967), this aspect is specifically related 
to the handling of content and the development of class pro­
cedures. The constituent subcategories of content and 
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procedures permit the description of a variety of stra­
tegies related to the teacher's handling of these two 
aspects and which are referred to as reflective (indirect) 
and structured (direct) strategies. 
Although this system was mainly devised for teacher 
education purposes, it has been used for research. With a 
reliability of .87, Joyce and Hunt (1967) used it to study 
teacher trainees' initial teaching styles in relation to 
their personalities. Reporting on descriptive studies and 
experimental training investigations he and collaborators 
conducted on novice and "in service" teachers, Joyce (1974) 
mentioned that the following information was gathered: 
(a) teachers tend to be much more homogeneous in 
information-processing than they are with respect 
to feedback style and structuring; (b) they tend 
to confirm Flanders' "rule of the two thirds"; 
(c) inductiveness or reflectiveness in the three 
dimensions of teaching behavior (feedback, struc­
turing, and information-processing) tend to be inde­
pendent of each other; and (d) very few teachers 
could be said to produce much variety in learning 
environments. 
With regard to the latter finding, Joyce and Haroo-
tunian (1967) specified that: 
The teachers appeared to have stylistic variations 
on a recitation strategy in which the rules for 
information processing and for organization are, 
on the whole, fairly structured, fairly simple and 
fairly restrictive. (p. 4) 
Since Joyce's system provided the basis for the 
instrument developed for this research, a more complete 
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description of its basic rationale is provided in the 
second part of this review of literature. 
Grant's system for analyzing the nonverbal activity 
of teachers. Grant's system for analyzing the nonverbal 
behaviors of teachers served as a basis for the develop­
ment of the nonverbal dimension of the system used in 
this study. It is the purpose of this section to provide 
further information regarding the conceptual framework of 
analysis this system offered. 
Grant (1977) approached the analysis of teachers' 
nonverbal activity through the concept of physical motion, 
that is "movements having bodily orientation gestures and 
general bodily movement" (p. 201). 
As a whole, Grant's conceptual framework of analysis 
strongly relies on that of Bellack. Grant (1977) classified 
all teachers' motions as either instructional or personal. 
Included in the first category of instructional motions 
were all those which could either serve or facilitate peda­
gogical functions. Personal motions dealt mainly with 
teacher humaneness and included primarily self-adjusting 
motions. The author's framework was chiefly applied to 
the analysis of the possible combinations of verbal and phy­
sical components that can occur in teaching. 
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Conducting motions referred basically to those motions 
used to conduct the class. They usually served "to control 
the participation in an interactive situation or to obtain 
attending behaviors" (Grant, 1977, p. 201). Acting motions 
were said to happen when "the teacher uses motions to act 
out words, concepts or objects for the amplification of 
meaning. They may emphasize, illustrate or clarify mean­
ing through role playing and pantomime" (Grant, 1977, p. 201) . 
Wielding motions were defined as motions that the 
teacher uses to wield, directly or indirectly, the class­
room environment: objects, material or parts of the room" 
(Grant, 1977, p. 201). Self-adjusting motions were iden­
tified as "those a teacher uses to achieve a more balanced 
state, to release tension or achieve a more comfortable or 
relaxed body position or condition" (Grant, 1977, p. 202). 
Because these motions were believed to confirm the teachers' 
common human status, they were classified by Grant as per­
sonal motions. 
The parallel analysis of verbal and nonverbal class­
room communications revealed that the teacher's motions 
could either facilitate or serve the same functions as 
Bellack's verbal moves. The latter were identified as 
structuring, soliciting, responding, and reacting. 
Grant's (19 77) framework for the analysis of teachers' 
nonverbal activity was used with a high degree of reliability. 
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A coefficient ranging from .95 to .995 was found for the 
major categories while one ranging from .80 to 1.00 was 
achieved for the subcategories. 
Dance Education 
This section presents current educational dance liter­
ature as a basis upon which the observational system of 
this study was considered appropriate. It gathers together 
ideas expressed in the works on dance education that cor­
respond to the three frames of reference employed by Joyce 
to set up the categories of the observational system used 
in this study. These frames of reference include teaching 
strategies, content, and social climate. 
The Frame of Reference for Teaching Strategy 
Teaching strategies are at the core of teaching. The 
term refers to "the instructional decisions teachers make 
about organizing people, material and ideas to produce 
learning" (Joyce and Harootunian, 1967, p. 40). In the 
dynamics of teaching, teachers continually make decisions 
to adapt to educational goals and to the students1 needs 
and characteristics. These decisions may have implications 
for organization, content, or climate. For the purpose of 
this analysis, the decisions or teaching strategies relating 
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to organizational matters were defined as "procedure" and 
those dealing with the handling of the instructional content 
as "information". The development of the frame of reference 
for analyzing teaching strategies was dictated by the re­
searchers' desire to enlarge teacher's repertoire of stra­
tegies. On the basis of current research, Joyce and 
Harootunian (1967) assumed that "the greater the range of 
teaching strategies possessed by the teacher, the better 
chance he/she has of promoting more desirable learning con­
ditions for a larger number of students" (p. 109). 
The multitude of teaching strategies or methodologies 
provided in the literature regarding the teaching of dance 
shows that dance educators believe in the necessity of 
flexibility. The works of Barrett (1977) , Hawkins (1964) , 
Hurray (1953), North (1971), Preston (1963), and Winters 
(1975), to name a few, are particularly explicit in this 
regard. Methods of achieving flexibility in teaching are 
suggested in terms of variation in the number and kinds of 
limitations put on movement tasks and in terms of variation 
of the number and kinds of decisions made by the teacher 
and the students respectively concerning the creation of the 
learning environment. 
Basic to the frame of reference Joyce developed to 
study the flexibility of teaching strategies in the 
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acknowledgement of the interdependence of instructional 
goals and maneuvers or teacher behaviors in teaching. For 
Joyce and Harootunian (1967), 
the decisions a teacher makes about instructional 
goals for particular learners are at the same time 
decisions about how to induce students to achieve 
those goals. Maneuvers not guided by decisions 
about objectives are meaningless, and strategies 
that do not indicate how they are to be carried 
out are incomplete. (p. 94) 
From current educational trends, Joyce selected four 
educational goals as basic referents from which the extremes 
of a spectrum of potential teaching strategies could be 
determined. The four goals include: productive thinking, 
mastery of content and achievement of skills, self-direction, 
and the capacity to follow structured activities. In relation 
to class organization (procedure category), these goals im­
ply a need for the teacher to create and carry out strategies 
of varying natures, a critical one being the teacher's capa­
city for incorporating students' input into the class 
decision-making as opposed to taking complete responsibility 
for it himself. In relation to the handling of content (in­
formation category), these goals imply the teacher's capacity 
to provide necessary instructional materials as well as to 
stimulate the student's thinking process at will. 
Further support for the appropriateness of Joyce's 
system for use in dance classes was provided in statements 
of dance educators regarding the relevance of productive 
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thinking, mastery of content and achievement of skills, 
self-direction, and the capacity to follow structured acti­
vities as instructional goals of dance education. 
Creative production, mastery of content and achieve­
ment of skill in dance. Joyce's (1967) definition of pro­
ductive thinking includes the student's capacity to 
generate original ideas as well as artistic products. 
Dance educators unanimously agree that creative production 
is the ultimate goal of dance education and, in relation, 
that mastery of content and achievement of skills are es­
sential to the attainment of this end. 
H'Doubler in 1940 indicates that the concern in dance 
education "should be to develop the power of education 
through the study of dance" (p. 64). Her philosophy re­
garding the orientation of dance education is currently 
accepted and expanded by dance theorists. Creative pro­
duction in dance is meant to be more than spontaneous 
natural expression (H'Doubler, 1957; Smith, 1976). Ac­
cording to Hunter (1970), such production must be innovative. 
Students, she said "must be allowed not only to solve pro­
blems but to invent and pose problems of their own as any 
artist and scientist does" (p. 124). To learn to dance is 
for Hawkins (1964) to learn to make dances, that is, to 
learn to organize dance material into an integrated form. 
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The making of significant artistic work constitutes the 
kind of production dance educators aim at (Hawkins, 1964; 
H'Doubler, 1957; Phenix, 1964; Smith, 1976). Such pro­
duction generally is defined as that of increasing interest, 
importance, and artistic coherence (Smith, 1976). Under­
standing dance as an art form is regarded as essential in 
this perspective. 
The literature supports the belief that creative 
production in dance as well as in any other art form can 
be facilitated by some basic information and skills 
(Humphrey, 1959). Knowledge of the dance materials and 
the means of fashioning them into cohesive forms, is be­
lieved to be closely related to the student's growth in 
creative production (Russell, 1975; Smith, 1976). For 
Murray (1969) , dance classes should provide basic funda­
mental knowledge which she defined in terms of understand­
ing and exploring the properties of the medium, and of 
learning and re-creating the traditional combinations. 
Redfern (1973) labeled as "an indefensible educational 
mistake" (p. 18) the failure to provide students with 
opportunities to develop an increasing range of skills with 
respect to bodily, rhythmic and spatial aspects of movement, 
thereby increasing their knowledge and understanding of 
the standards and techniques particular to dance. Failure 
to encourage imaginative performance is believed to "lead 
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at best to repetition and mediocrity, at worst to slop-
piness, crudity and sentimentality" (p. 18). The need 
for mastery of content and achievement of skill is acknow­
ledged by dance educators, yet they insist that these tech­
niques be regarded as a means to an end rather than as an 
end in themselves. Hawkins states (1964) that mastery of 
content and achievement of skills "should not be given undue 
emphasis" and considers them valuable "only insofar as they 
further the total dance experience" (p. 78). They should 
constitute a parallel and not a prerequisite component of 
the creative dance experience (Hawkins, 1964) . 
Self-direction and the capacity to follow structured 
activity in dance. The capacity for self-direction is re­
cognized as crucial in the literature on dance education. 
It was emphasized by H'Doubler (1957) who considered "in­
telligent stimulation to self-activity" more important than 
"pedagogical preaching" (p. 60). Boorman (1971) considered 
essential the student's capacity to become the author and 
the director of his own effort. 
Self-direction is intimately linked to dance authors' 
views of the choreographic process. Hawkins (1964), for 
example, characterized the creative process itself as self-
direction. Ferdun (1972) described the choreographic pro­
cess as one in which the student "works through his own 
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processes, commands and builds his own structures and, 
most importantly, achieves his own perspective" (p. 196). 
Besides being related to the individual's decision­
making as it is involved in the creation of a dance, self-
direction has also been related to the student's self-
evaluation process as well as to the evaluation of his 
dances. Hawkins (1964) and Turner (1969) agreed that the 
student must be helped to learn to evaluate his own proces­
ses and products. 
Less frequently mentioned than self-direction is the 
student's need to be able to participate effectively in 
structured activities. It is usually in relation to the 
study of technique and performance that the concern for the 
ability to follow structured activities appears. The stu­
dent's ability to imitate or to reproduce someone else's 
exact movements was regarded as essential for improvement 
in basic movement efficiency and formal correctness (Pease, 
1976; Murray, 1953). Hawkins (1964) suggested that this 
ability was important in contributing to the adequacy of 
the body instrument. Ferdun (1972) considered that ability 
particularly important in the function of the dancer. In­
deed, a dancer must be able to comply with the formal and 
expressive demands of particular dances or types of dances. 
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The Frame of Reference for Content 
The frame of reference for content was developed to 
analyze how teachers handle instructional content in the 
teaching situation. In developing that framework, Joyce 
and Harootunian were particularly influenced by the contem­
porary approach to the concept of knowledge as a process 
of inquiry. In consonance with this overall attitude, they 
discussed two areas of inquiry identified by J.T. Schwab 
(1964) as fluid and stable. 
The constant evolution of scholarly disciplines they 
point out relies on fluid areas of inquiry, that is, on 
those areas where new ideas emerge and where knowledge is 
changing at an extremely rapid rate. It also relies on 
more stable areas in which little change occurs throughout 
time. It is the theoretical position of Joyce and Harootunian 
(196 7) that the teacher must not only understand and deal 
with the constant making and remaking of knowledge, but 
must also be able to help the student to approach knowledge 
with the same orientation. The analytical framework for 
"content" reflects this position. It considers the teacher's 
communication of the fluid and stable areas of inquiry as 
well as the way in which he handles knowledge in helping 
the student acquire the latter in a scholarly manner. 
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As the "handling of knowledge" implies strategies 
which have been covered in the preceding section, the com­
munication of fluid and stable areas will be considered 
here. 
Basic reference for analyzing the teacher's delivery 
of content were identified as the fluid and stable areas of 
inquiry proper to each subject matter. These referents 
served as a base for defining the two categories of "teacher 
delivers information" (I4) and teacher "delivers conclusions 
or opinions" (I5). 
Further support for the appropriateness of Joyce's 
frame of reference for content was provided from indications 
in the dance literature which support and define the fluid 
and stable areas of inquiry in choreography and in technique. 
Stable area of inquiry in choreography. Lunt (1974) 
indicated in her review of literature on choreography that 
no ambiguity existed regarding the substance of dance. The 
common belief that movement and motion constitute the es­
sential and unique material of dance emerges quite clearly 
from the literature. Literature on choreography reveals a 
consensus regarding the elements of space, time, and dynamics 
as vital and constant comporents of an acceptable range of 
movement for dance. They are shown to be accepted as neces­
sary and essential to the unity of a dance (Lunt, 1974). 
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The concepts of time, space, and dynamics constitute a 
stable area of knowledge in dance. The stability of these 
concepts throughout the evolution of choreography was 
pointed out by Hatch (1969) who declared: 
At the objective end of the spectrum of the 
"further out than" scene, the compositional 
materials are the essentially traditional ones 
of space, time, and dynamics (p. 22). 
Further evidence of the stability of these movement 
concepts as aesthetic components of dances is provided by 
the literature which shows that all three have been and are 
currently being used by literal as well as nonliteral cho­
reographers . 
Choreographers stress metric and nonmetric notions 
of time as means of creating continuity in a dance. Hawkins 
(1964), H'Doubler (1957) and Horst (1973) used time as bound 
to the meter. Cunningham (Mazo, 1977), Nikolais (Cohen, 
1962), and Laban (Thornton, 1973) used time as duration. 
Humphrey (1959), Smith (1976) and Turner (1971), on the 
other hand, used both interpretations of time. 
From the writings of literal and nonliteral choreo­
graphers, design and stage area emerge as overall spatial 
structures. Most frequently these two main structures en­
compass such items as direction, level, dimension, floor 
and air patterns (Hawkins, 1964; Hayes, 1955; Horst, 1973; 
Humphrey, 1959; Mazo, 1977; McDonagh, 1976; Turner, 1971) . 
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Denoted by a variety of words such as texture, energy, 
force, and so on, dynamics most frequently refers to the 
manner of executing movement or to the inner impulse ani­
mating it (Hawkins, 1964; H'Doubler, 1957; Laban cited by 
Thornton, 1973) . Dynamics is also revealed as the most 
determinant factor of communication in dance (Cunningham 
cited by Tomkins, 1968; Hawkins, 1964; H'Doubler, 1957). 
Fluid area of inquiry in choreography. As Abell (1978) 
mentions, dance is dynamically evolving through continuous 
cycles of destroying past rules and building new ones. The 
literature on choreography tends to suggest that the fluid 
area of inquiry involves the aesthetic use of the stable 
elements of time, space and dynamics. More particularly 
the fluid area is shown to be delimited by the notions of 
"rules of composition" or "rules of forms" as well as by 
the notion "dance style". 
The very individual and unstable nature of some types 
of knowledge involved in choreography was acknowledged by 
Lippincott (1970) as follows: "The rules of the new cho­
reographers are those which he sets for himself" (p. 35). 
Dance evolves as an art form by the constant challenging 
of its rules of form determined by evolving individual 
artists and aesthetic tastes. For example, nonliteral 
choreography has resulted from the negation of the rules 
of literal choreography. 
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Rules of literal choreography are recognized to be 
committed to the function of revealing literal or emotional 
meaning. Writers on literal choreography, Hawkins (1964), 
H'Doubler (1957), Horst (1973), and Humphrey (1959) in 
particular stressed the importance of the logical organi­
zation of the dance material so as to clarify its meaning. 
H'Doubler (1957) and Lockhart (1975) pointed out the neces­
sity of adapting rules of form to the intent and meaning of 
the dance. 
Influenced by the known forms of musical composition, 
some key forms in which dances could be structured have been 
identified (Horst, 1968, 1973; Humphrey, 1959; Lockhart, 
1975; Smith, 1976) — the binary, ternary, rondo, theme 
and variations canon, and fugue forms, to name a few. Some 
characteristics, principles or rules were identified by this 
group of writers as contributing to "good" dance, i.e., satis­
fying the tenets of traditional choreography. Promising 
characteristics of form have been identified mainly in terms 
of unity, continuity, sequence, contrast and variety (Lunt, 
1974) . 
Nonliteral choreographers shared convictions that 
were the antithesis of those held by literal choreographers. 
They negated the notion that dance was connected to any 
literal or emotional meaning. 
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Serving a fundamentally different function, the forms 
of nonliteral dances are achieved through different and 
innovative methods. The classic rules of continuity, se­
quence, contrast and variety are no longer of importance 
(McDonagh, 1970) . Intuitive and subconscious handling of 
the material is favored (Cohen, 1962) . McDonagh charac­
terized the change new choreographers brought to dance 
in terms of freedom (1970) . According to Cohen (1962), 
some choreographers like Midi Garth have let the dances 
take their form from the experience of creation itself, or 
in the case of Alwin Nikolais, from the metamorphosis of 
the dance theme. Others, Cunningham in particular, have 
let "chance" determine form. The resulting dances "seem 
to begin, continue and end without reference to any familial 
pattern of continuity" (Cohen, 1962, p. 22). In nonliteral 
choreography, no principles are considered absolute or 
essential. In this style, to choreograph is to create one's 
own rules of forming. 
The recent evolution of choreography reveals that the 
concept of "artistic style" also represents an essentially 
fluid notion. According to Abell (.1978, p. 120) , "the 
problem of the 60's in dance was no longer the forging of 
a new instrument but the problem of what is and what isn't 
dance". Implicit in the use of the term "nondance" was 
the expression of a concern over the loss of movement of a 
special kind, that is "dance looking" movements. 
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Until the late 1940's the range of acceptable move­
ment for dance was quite stable and relied on gestures as 
source. Conforming with criteria of traditional aesthetics, 
this range was soon challenged by Cunningham who broadened 
it by considering as dance already familiar movement disso­
ciated from its usual function (Abell, 1978, p. 119). 
The traditional range was exploded when Waring stated that 
"dance is any aimless movement - any movement without an 
object in mind" (cited, by Sorell, 1969, p. 3). Naturally, 
more "found" movements were soon accepted by some choreo­
graphers who thought that the sheer act of moving had many 
interesting characteristics that had not been examined 
(McDonagh, 1970, p. 287). 
Fluid area of inquiry in technique. Fewer references 
were found in the literature regarding the evolution of 
modern dance technique as an area of inquiry. On the sub­
ject of the training of the dancer, the literature tends to 
provide some evidence supporting the existence of modern 
dance technique in general as an essentially fluid area 
of knowledge. More stable areas, some in which the principles 
seldom change (Joyce & Harootunian, 1967) , seem to be agreed 
upon for "ballet" and "movement fundamentals". 
Choreography is recognized as the essence of dance. 
Consequently, modern dance techniques tend to be "regarded 
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as intelligent approaches to movement, approaches designed 
to contribute to the creation of significant form" (McDonagh, 
19 71, p. 291). Technique and stylistic requirements are 
determined, in dance, by the choreographer's creative needs. 
As a result, modern dance technique has continually been 
the object of important experimentation and innovation (Cohen, 
1962; Mazo, 1977). According to McDonagh (1976) "it has 
undergone and incorporated a great number of changes in 
specifics in the last few years" (p. 2). New techniques 
have emerged as new dance forms have been created. Horst 
(1973) mentioned that since its birth, modern dance has en­
gendered a bewildering variety of body training techniques. 
Theoretically there could be as many physical techniques as 
there are performers and teachers (Horst, 1973, p. 18). 
This idea was reinforced by McDonagh (.1976) who declared 
"each of the great modern dance choreographers has shaped 
the human body in a distinctly personal way to frame those 
creative ideas that he or she wanted to express" (p. 2). 
Modern dance technique systems have been and are based on 
a wide variety of movement principles or movement forms. 
Changes in technique were acknowledged by Cohen (.1966) who 
declared "gone are the movements derived from contraction 
and release, from fall and recovery and from anything much 
resembling them" (p, 11). 
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As a whole, the above statements tend to support 
McDonagh's (1976) characterization of modern dance as "es­
sentially revolutionary" (p. 2) that is, in a constant 
state of change. 
Stable area of inquiry in technique. According to 
McDonagh (19 71), "there is no technique to modern dance in 
the sense that ballet has technique" (p. 291). With regard 
to the training of dancers, a relatively stable area of 
knowledge tends to be suggested in ballet since it is uni­
versally recognized as a classical style of dance, the 
principles of which have not changed through time. Exist­
ing as a completely formed entity, the classical dance voca­
bulary is generally described as one of "formal correctness 
resulting from the hundred years of works by teachers and 
dancers contributing to its possibilities" (McDonagh, 1976, 
p. 1) . 
With regard to stable notions of technique, another 
area is suggested in terms of "movement fundamentals". This 
area usually refers to general techniques common to many 
modern dance styles. According to Hayes (.1964) , such tech­
niques are expected to provide the dancer with skills and 
knowledge regarding principles of efficient movement. On 
this aspect, Hawkins (1964) expressed her belief in the 
"understanding through movement experiences of the energy-
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force, gravity-balance and balance-compensation movement 
principles as essential basic learning to free the creator 
to control and mould movement in his own.image" (p. 64). 
Cheney and Strader (1975), for their part, related the 
learning of movement fundamentals to the development of the 
fullest movement potential of the body. They further clari­
fied the contribution of such basic learning in terms of 
"greatest range of motion in joints, greatest refinement of 
movement-producing muscles, adequate strength in the mus­
cles bearing greatest stress and carefully developed sense 
of rhythm and balance" (p. 29) . While Hayes (.1964) defined 
movement fundamentals in terms of relaxation, posture, pre­
paratory techniques, lomocomor techniques, arm exercices 
and awereness of rhythm, Lockhart (1973) grouped basic 
technical elements under the two general headings of axial 
and locomotor techniques. 
All above considerations tend to indicate a concern 
of dance educators for basic technical elements as determin­
ants of movement efficiency in dance. Although not always 
precisely defined, movement fundamentals appear as a rela­
tively stable area of knowledge in technique of dance. 
Frame of Reference for Social Climate 
According to Joyce and Harootunian (1967) education 
"is a cooperative social action among adults and children" 
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(p. 61). Teaching goes beyond the mere handling of in­
formation and carrying out of teaching strategies designed 
for controlling groups. In teaching, 
one works with groups of people and deals with 
human relations so that an appropriate interper­
sonal climate emerges, that is, one in which 
students feel encouraged to take responsibility 
for directing their own individual and collective 
activity. (Joyce & Karootunian, 1967, p. 179.) 
Joyce and Harootunian (1967), primarily related the 
creation of an optimal climate for learning to the aware­
ness and control of the teacher's application of sanctions. 
When a teacher rewards or punishes, they said, "he must do 
so with full knowledge of the effects he intends" (p. 112). 
Joyce and Harootunian1s framework for the analysis of 
sanctioning behavior is influenced by the authors' view of 
education, of the societal organization of the school and 
by the critical elements of successful group work as proposed 
by Clovis R. Shepherd. Four types of student behavior were 
selected as basis for categorizing teacher's sanctioning 
behavior. These include (a) search, (b) group relations, 
(c) attainment, and (d) obedience to direction or rules. 
The applicability of this framework to analysis of 
the social climate of dance classes was inferred from 
manifestations in the literature of the concern of dance 
educators for social climate, and for the four above-
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mentioned student behaviors as bases for analyzing the 
application of sanctions in dance classes. 
The climate in dance education literature. Dance 
literature reveals the development of an appropriate climate 
as an important dimension of the teaching of dance. Using 
the words "atmosphere", "ambiance", and "climate", dance 
educators most frequently have revealed a concern with a 
proper climate for creativity and thus for choreography. 
Detailed descriptions or definitions of an appropriate 
climate for dance classes do not abound. Such a climate 
tends to be described in terms of the conditions an envi­
ronment propitious to creativity should offer. One of the 
most developed expositions of this subject was that of Haw­
kins (.1964) . 
Using Carl Rogers' theory of creativity as a frame­
work, Hawkins (1964) defined an appropriate climate for 
dance as one providing for external conditions that nourish 
internal conditions for creativity. Designated as psycho­
logical freedom and psychological safety, such internal 
conditions were intended in her proposition to be nourished 
by environmental conditions such as freedom, understanding, 
stimulation and safety. A belief in freedom and safety 
as optimal external conditions for creativity has been ex­
pressed by many writers, including Hunter (1970), Murray 
(1953) , Chaplin (1976) , and Ririe (1969) . 
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Discussion related to the emergence of the above-men­
tioned external conditions reveals many aspects of the 
dance class to be influential in establishing its climate. 
As will be shown in the following, the handling of the ins­
tructional content, •the organization of activities as well 
as the development of adequate interpersonal relations 
tend to be regarded as influential factors involved in the 
creation of an optimal climate in dance. 
The amount of structure the teacher provides represents 
an instructional element frequently mentioned in relation 
to the climate. Content and organizational matters tend to 
be implied in dealing with structure. Hawkins (1964) and 
Koch (1964) considered an adequate amount of structure as 
a contributing factor to psychological freedom and safety. 
Sharing this idea, Murray (1969) saw in structure a means 
of stimulating the student to go beyond "the facile, super­
ficial, shallow and trivial" (p. 25). Structure as a means 
of control so that students do not take on more than they 
are capable of handling has been emphasized by Fleming 
(1969). She recognized a need for the structure to be 
adaptable to each student's uniqueness. 
The fostering of concentration has been recognized as 
an influence on the climate. Chaplin (1976), North (1971), 
and Ririe (1969) considered the complete concentration of 
the person on the movement task as necessary to free the 
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students from their self-conciousness and to facilitate 
experimentation in movement. Organizational concerns 
underlie the fostering of concentration. 
Although many writers especially Fleming (1969), 
Hawkins (1964), Turner (1971), Hunter (1970), Hayes, (1955), 
and Murray (1969) view an ideal sanctioning strategy in stu­
dents' self-evaluation, the application of teacher sanction­
ing behaviors has been discussed in the literature and is 
considered to affect the climate. The need for a conscious 
and careful application of sanction emerges from the liter­
ature. Different sanctioning strategies have been suggested 
through expression of preference for the application of 
sanction to the individual's creative process, the dance 
product or specific student's behavior. 
Hawkins (1964) and Hunter (1970) have emphasized a 
need to approve the search and growth process rather than 
the dance product. On this subject Hawkins (1964) declared 
that 
the teacher, concerned with evaluation primarily 
as a means of furthering the creative growth of 
the student, makes aesthetic judgments not in 
terms of the significance of the work, but rather 
in terms of the individual's progress and current 
needs. (p. 107) 
Concerned about application of sanctions to the art 
product, Hayes (1955) and Lockhart (1973) have pointed out 
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some negative effects generally related to overuse and 
vagueness in the application of praise and/or criticism. 
They emphasized a need to relate praise or criticism to 
specific aspects of the dance product, but Hayes (1955) 
especially emphasized a need for balance. 
Hunter (1970) related well-timed encouragement to a 
full awareness of possible effects of sanctioning behaviors. 
While, as she said, "a child will try to repeat that action 
for which he receives approval" (p. 126), too much encourage­
ment may bring the child to feel "fearful of not being able 
to measure up" (p. 127). 
With the teaching of improvisation in mind, Chaplin 
(1976) suggested a need to encourage specific kinds of stu­
dent behavior at specific stages"of the improvisional pro­
cess. She recognized the approval of original behavior as 
particularly important at the starting or exploration stage 
while acknowledging that the appropriate selection of mate­
rial was more important at the forming or final stage. 
It appears from the preceding considerations regarding 
sanctioning strategies that search and attainment tend to 
be regarded as basic referents affecting the application of 
sanctions in dance classes. No support was found for the 
concept of group relation or obedience to directions and 
rules to be sanctioning concerns of dance educators. 
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In light of current literary views on the climate of 
dance classes, it appears that broader concerns than those 
of interpersonal relations tend to be related to the emer­
gence of an optimal climate (i.e. handling of content and 
organizational aspects). It was also shown that among 
Joyce's four basic referents, only those of search and 
attainment currently were recognized by dance educators 
as influencing the sanctioning process. On the basis of 
this information, a limited applicability of Joyce's frame 
of reference for the analysis of the climate of dance clas­
ses was inferred. 
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CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURES 
The purpose of this study was to describe the teach­
ing process as it occurred in two different kinds of dance 
classes. One of the classes focused on choreography and 
the other on technique. More particularly the research 
sought to characterize the behavior of two experienced 
teachers as they were observed in each setting. The 
characterization was done in terms of: (a) the proportion 
of verbal and nonverbal behaviors, (b) the directness or 
indirectness of the instructional approach, (c) the ins­
tructional flexibility, and (d) the dominant teaching pat­
terns. This chapter reports the procedures utilized in 
carrying out the research. 
Preliminary Preparation 
The preliminary preparation for the study involved 
the following general procedures: (a) the selection of 
the data collection instrument; (b) the adaptation of 
Joyce's model of teacher behaviors analysis, and (c) the 
pilot testing of the instrument. 
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The Selection of the Data Collection Instrument 
The identification of the three criteria used as 
guides for selecting the data collection instrument em­
ployed in this study grew out of two primary concerns: 
(a) the investigator's interest in teacher education and 
(b) her awareness of current educational research dealing 
with teaching as an interactive process occurring for the 
purpose of facilitating learning. 
In order for the instrument of systematic observation 
to be appropriate for the purpose of this research, it had 
to have the potential for reflecting teacher manipulation 
of the learning environment. This criterion was repre­
sented by the analysis of teacher behaviors as key elements 
in the creation of a learning environment. Secondly, the 
instrument had to focus on both teacher and student. This 
was considered essential to the study of the interactive 
nature of teaching. Finally, to account for the essentially 
nonverbal nature of the dance subject matter, the instrument 
had to allow for the recording of both verbal and nonverbal 
dimensions of the on-going communication process. 
Joyce and Harootunian's model (1967) for the analysis 
of teacher behavior appeared to be an attractive option 
because of its capacity to meet the first selection crite­
rion. This system was perceived to possess the potential 
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for reflecting the teacher's manipulation of three essen­
tial components of any learning environment: organization, 
information and sanction. Joyce's model was specifically 
devised as a means of helping teachers increase awareness 
and control of their teaching behavior, as well as helping 
them enlarge their teaching repertoire. It was thus selected 
for use in this study. 
Because it was limited in consideration of the teacher's 
verbal communication, Joyce's system was modified to meet 
the first and second criteria. These modifications of the 
original system were influenced by two existing category 
systems: those of the Cheffers Adaptation of Flanders Inter­
action Analysis (Cheffers et al., 1974), and Grant and Hen-
nings' system for the analysis of nonverbal teacher activity 
(1971) . 
The Adaptation of Joyce's Model of Teacher Behaviors Analysis 
Modifications which were introduced to Joyce's system 
can be summarized as follows. First, five categories of 
CAFIAS (Cheffers et al., 1974) were added. They correspond 
to the three verbal and nonverbal student categories and 
those of silence and confusion. These additions made the 
system feasible for the description of the teacher-student 
interaction, and for the recording of those events other 
than student or teacher behaviors. Second, to allow for 
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the recording of the teacher's nonverbal communications, a 
nonverbal equivalent was added to each of Joyce's verbal 
categories. The latter modification was derived from 
Cheffers (1974) but was based on Grant and Hennings' 
(1971) idea of categorizing teacher's nonverbal activity 
as physical motions serving the function of the verbal 
communication. 
As a whole, the investigator's adaptation included 
22 subcategories, each (excepting silence and confusion) 
being defined in terms of verbal and nonverbal communication. 
The complete description of the category system and of its 
instructions for coding and analyzing the coded information 
is provided in Appendix A. The teacher's communication is 
analyzed through four teacher categories, which are divided 
into a total of 17 subcategories. The four main categories 
include: (a) sanction, (b) procedure, (c) information, and 
Cd) maintenance. The student's communication was analyzed 
in three categories: "entirely predictable student respon­
ses", "predictable student responses requiring some measure 
of evaluation and synthesis", and "unpredictable student 
behavior". 
Instructions used for coding are those suggested by 
Cheffers et al. (1974) . In the course of this report 
"LAJS" refers to the Lord Adaptation of Joyce's system. 
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Pilot Testing of the Instrument 
The procedure for establishing the reliability and 
objectivity of the LAJS include: (a) description of the 
background of the main coder; (b) the selection of a 
secondary coder; (c) the training of the coders, and 
(d) the testing of the tool. 
Description of the background of the main coder. The 
investigator was the main coder. She was introduced to 
Joyce's system of teacher behavior analysis at Laval Uni­
versity (Quebec, Canada) when she served as a coder in 
Turcotte's (In Dussault, 1973) study in 1970. A total of 
40 hours was devoted to the mastery of that observational 
tool. 
Later, as part of a graduate seminar at the School of 
Health, Physical Education and Recreation at the University 
of North Carolina at Greensboro, the investigator was intro­
duced to the CAFIAS system (Cheffers et al., 1974). A 
total of approximately fifteen hours were devoted to apply­
ing this tool to the systematic observation of live movement 
classes (dance, swimming, gymnastics, tennis). 
Selection of a secondary coder. To test the objectivity 
and reliability of the LAJS, a second coder and to be trained 
to its use. The criteria for selection of a coder included: 
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competence in dance, in both areas of technique and cho­
reography; teaching experience in dance; willingness to 
make a time commitment of approximately 90 hours during 
the spring semester of 19 78; and an expression of interest 
in the study of teacher behavior in dance. 
The coder selected was a dance specialist with a Mas­
ter's degree in dance who held a part-time teaching position 
in dance in the city of Greensboro. 
The training of the coders. A 10-week training program 
was completed between January 27th and March 30th, 1978. 
Two-hour training sessions were scheduled twice a week until 
March 20th, 1978. Three meetings a week were held for the 
last two weeks. A total of 40 training hours was thus at­
tained. The training program was focused on choreography, 
technique and improvisation classes and was devoted prima­
rily to the coding of audio-video tapes. 
The first meeting was used for general information 
purposes. During this period, further information regard­
ing the nature of the work to be undertaken was provided. 
A copy of Joyce's "Manual for Analyzing the Oral Communi­
cations of the Teachers", the investigator's adaptation of 
that manual, and the outline of the training program were 
given to the coder. The remainder of the session was 
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devoted to the presentation and explanation of the basic 
rationale of Joyce's system and to the verbal description 
of its constituent categories with verbal illustrations of 
each. 
The general pattern used in training included a verbal 
orientation to the categories on the program of the session 
followed by practice coding session emphasizing these 
particular categories. Immediately after the coding of 
each selected short interval of the training tape, the 
coder and the investigator compared the observations re­
corded and discussed and clarified points of confusion. 
Replay of the training tape and the setting up of ground 
rules were effected as necessary. 
The training program, which was planned by the investi­
gator and approved by an expert in teacher behavior before 
it began, followed a simple-to-complex progression. An 
outline of the program is illustrated in Figure 1. As 
shown in that figure, attention was given first to the 
teacher's four basic verbal categories of sanction, pro­
cedure, information, and maintenance. These were subse­
quently studied in their direct verbal subcategories, non­
verbal subcategories and students' responses which these 
teacher behaviors elicited. An identical progression was 
repeated for the indirect subcategories. This progression 
was followed from January 29th until March 17th, 1978, the 
Date Purpose 
Jan 30 To discriminate teachers' categories 
Feb 1 To discriminate teachers' categories 
Feb 6 To discriminate subcategories (V) 
Feb 8 To discriminate direct subcategories 
(V NV) 
Feb 13 To discriminate direct subcategories 
(V NV Stud) 
Feb 15 To discriminate direct subcategories 
(V NV Stud) 
Feb 20 To discriminate indirect subcategories 
(V) 
Feb 22 To discriminate indirect subcategories 
(V NV) 
Feb 27 To discriminate indirect subcategories 
(NV Stud) 
March 1 To discriminate indirect subcategories 
(V NV Stud) 
March 13 To discriminate all categories (V NV); 
all sanctions 
March 15 Work on all categories and timing 
March 17 1 test 
March 20 Work according to needs 
March 22 Work according to needs 
March 24 Work according to needs 
March 27 Work according to needs 
March 29 Work according to needs 
Jan 27 (Information meeting) 
Material teaching samples from 
Technique and choreography classes 
Technique and choreography classes 
Technique classes 
Technique classes 
Technique classes 
Technique classes 
Choreography classes 
Choreograpny classes 
Choreography classes 
Choreography classes 
Technique 
Technique 
Technique 
Technique 
Technique 
Technique 
Technique 
Technique 
and choreography classes 
and choreography classes 
and choreography classes 
and choreography classes 
and choreography classes 
and choreography classes 
and choreography classes 
and choreography classes 
and choreography classes 
Figure 1. Outline of the Training Program 
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date of the first test of the objectivity of the system. 
At this time, a Spearman's rank correlation coefficient 
between the top ten cells of each coder was found to be 
significant (rho = .79). However, since there was greater 
disagreement between the coders on the teacher categories 
of "delivering information" (I4) and "delivering personal 
conclusions or opinions" (I5) , the last six training ses­
sions following the test focused primarily on these two 
categories. 
The testing of the LAJS. The procedures undertaken 
for the testing of the LAJS included: the selection of the 
material to be coded; the first coding of the selected 
material; the second coding of the selected material; 
the compilation of the results of the testing. 
The selection of the material to be coded during the 
testing sessions sought to include a wide range of teach­
ing material to insure a better representation of the 
teacher behavior to be studied in the present investigation. 
A total of 30 minutes of teaching was selected for each of 
the two teacher-subjects involved in this study. Fifteen 
minutes were focused on the teaching of choreography and 
the remaining 15 on technique. Each 15-minute time period 
consisted of three five-minute intervals randomly selected 
from video tapes of the beginning, middle, and end of dance 
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classes. Except samples number one and number two which 
were used at the beginning of the program, none of the 
material selected had been used for training. The tapes 
selected for testing purposes are identified in Figure 2. 
The first coding session was conducted on April 4 
and 6, 1978. The six teaching samples of teacher number 
one were coded on the first day and those of teacher number 
two on the second. An identical schedule which included 
morning and afternoon sessions was followed each day. 
On the basis of the coders' preferences, the three 
five-minute samples of choreography were coded during the 
morning session while those dealing with technique were 
coded during the afternoon. The general pattern for the 
coding of each five minutes was as follows. First, the 
coders viewed the tape without coding. This was done to 
obtain an idea of the material to be coded as well as to 
verify the audibility of the communication. Second, the 
coders agreed on a cue for the starting point for coding. 
Third, the coders began coding, each one recording her ob­
servations independently. The recording of each five 
minutes was made on a separate sheet, clearly identify­
ing the name of the coder, the date, the teacher, the 
content (technique or choreography) and the moment of 
recording (beginning, middle or end of the class). At 
TEACHER # 1 
9£2E§22E2E£Y 
1° 5 minutes 
2° 5 minutes 
3° 5 minutes 
Technique 
1° 5 minutes 
2° 5 minutes 
3° 5 minutes 
TEACHER # 2 
Qli2E§22E§El2Y 
1° 5 minutes 
2° 5 minutes 
3° 5 minutes 
Technique 
1° 5 minutes 
2° 5 minutes 
3° 5 minutes 
Moment of 
recording Tape Location 
Beginning Sample # 3 Min 25 - 30 
Middle Familiarization Min 5-10 
tape 
End Familiarisation Min 25 - 30 
to sample # 4 
Beginning Sample # 3 Min 0 - 5 
Middle Familiarization Min 5-10 
tape 
End Sample # 4 Min 15 - 20 
Beginning 
Middle 
End 
Beginning 
Middle 
End 
Familiari zation 
tape 
Familiarization 
tape 
Sample # 3 
Sample # 3 
Sample # 4 
Sample # 1 
Min 0 - 5 
Min 15 - 20 
Min 15 - 20 
Min 15 - 20 
M i n  0 - 1 5  
Figure 2. Teaching Samples Selected for the 
Testing of Lord's Adaptation of Joyce's 
System of Analysis of Teacher Behaviors 
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any time during the coding any of the coders was free to 
stop the tape and replay a sequence as many times as re­
quired. 
The second coding session followed a design similar 
to the first. It was held on April 11 and 12, 1978 in the 
same setting as the first session. 
The data gathered from the two coding sessions were 
used to estimate the objectivity and reliability of the 
system. For the purpose of analysis they were organized 
by computer into four matrices. The computer program for 
interaction analysis data developed by Ken Rodgers (Cheffers 
et al., 1974) was implemented, using the Academic Computer 
Center at UNC-G. 
Both aspects of interjudge agreement and intrajudge 
agreement over occasion were estimated to establish the 
degree of confidence that could be placed in the LAJS. In 
the context of this study, the interobserver agreement is 
referred to as "objectivity" while the intraobserver agree­
ment is referred to as "reliability". Based on the recom­
mendation of the literature, a coefficient of agreement of 
,80 or better was selected as an acceptable standard for 
both objectivity and reliability (Anderson & Fishman, 1971; 
Barrett, 1969). 
In order to determine the objectivity of the LAJS, a 
Spearman rank correlation technique was applied to the first 
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top ten cells of each coder's matrices. The recorded ob­
servations gathered during the first recording session 
were the data from which these two matrices were built. 
An objectivity coefficient of .81 was obtained. This 
coefficient was considered satisfactory. Raw data used for 
calculation of the rho are shown in Appendix B. 
The estimation of the reliability of the system was 
accomplished by the same procedures used to test objectivity. 
A reliability coefficient was calculated for each coder. 
Each coder's matrices built from her coded observations in 
the first and second coding sessions provided the data. A 
correlation between the rank order of the first top ten 
cells of each coder's matrices was calculated. A relia­
bility coefficient of .94 was obtained for coder one and 
one of .89 was obtained for coder two. Raw data used for 
the calculation of these two coefficients are shown in 
Appendix B. 
Collection of data 
The procedures undertaken for the collection of data 
for the present study are subsequently described. These 
procedures include the selection of the teachers and clas­
ses to be observed, the video-taping of the classes, and 
the systematic recording of teacher behavior from the taped 
samples. 
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Selection of Teachers and Classes 
The selection of the teachers and classes to be video­
taped was guided by the purpose of the study. 
Two teachers were selected on the basis of three cri­
teria: (a) the teachers had to be involved in the teaching 
of dance classes offered within the programs of the Dance 
Division of the School of Health, Physical Education, Re­
creation and Dance at the University of North Carolina at 
Greensboro; (b) each teadher had to possess at least a 
Master's degree in dance and teaching experience of at 
least two years at the university level; and (c) each 
teacher had to be concomitantly involved in the teaching of 
technique and choreography classes. The last criterion 
was added in an attempt to minimize the number of factors 
affecting the two settings to be studied. More information 
regarding the two teachers involved in this study is pro­
vided in Appendix C. 
Since only two teachers met the above three criteria, 
the selection of the classes was primarily dependent on 
the teachers. After considering the focus and schedule of 
the classes available, the investigator selected two clas­
ses of choreography and modern dance technique. For 
teacher number one, these classes included "Intermediate 
Dance Choreography" and "Low Intermediate Modern Dance"; 
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for teacher number two, "Choreography for Large Groups 
and Long Dances" and "High Intermediate Modern Dance". 
Both technique classes and one choreography class, "High 
Intermediate Modern Dance", were at the undergraduate 
level, while the "Choreography for Large Groups and Long 
Dances" class was a graduate course. More information re­
garding the classes involved in this study is provided in 
Appendix C. 
Procedures for Video-Taping 
The establishment of the video-taping schedule. Because 
it was important to sample teaching representative of teacher 
behavior occurring in the choreography and technique settings 
over the course of a semester, the video-taping was sche­
duled over a 15-week interval. During the spring semester, 
1978, five 30-minute audio-visual recordings were made in 
each of the four dance classes selected. The recording sche­
dule was established according to the following procedures. 
The semester was divided into the three basic units: 
introduction, core, and end. The introduction and end units 
were arbitrarily fixed as the first and last three weeks of 
the spring semester while the core unit covered the 11 in­
termediate weeks. One recording session was arbitrarily 
drawn from each introductory and end unit while three more 
were randomly drawn from the core unit. Due to an unpredictable 
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absence of teacher number one, the recording of her tech­
nique and choreography classes could not be made within 
the time limit of the introductory unit. Instead, these 
recordings were made during the first week of the core 
unit. This was acknowledged to be a weakness in the re­
presentativeness of her teacher behaviors over the entire 
semester. 
The recording times were randomly determined to be at 
the beginning, middle, or end of the scheduled periods. 
Each class lasted one hour and a half. The beginning was 
arbitrarily determined as the first half-hour; the middle 
as the second; and the end as the last half-hour. Al­
together, samples were recorded according to this basic 
design. Each teacher received a copy of the schedule de­
veloped for the 20 sessions and the recording times. The 
latter is shown in Figure 3, 
The overall recording strategy. In order to control 
for the "Hawthorne effect", the following procedures were 
followed during the course of this investigation. 
The investigator met each teacher prior to the begin­
ning of the recording period when the nature and purpose 
of the study was explained. Also, each teacher was of­
fered the service of the investigator as an audio-visual 
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Units 
W
e
e
k
 Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday 
W
e
e
k
 
Date Moment Date Moment Date Moment Date Moment 
Intro­
duc­
tion 
1 
2 
3 ban 25 T End ban 26 C Beg. 
Core 
4 
"ban 31 C 
•ban 31 T 
Mid. 
End 
5 
6 'Feb 13 T Mid. ^eb 14 T 
^eb 14 C 
Mid. 
Beg. 
• 
7 
I 
8 ^eb 28 C Mid. 
9 < - Sp ring break 4 
) 
10 1 1 
11 kr 21 C Beg. 
•Jlar 23 T| Beg. 
^lar 23 C End 
12 
3lar 29 T Beg. ^;ar 30 C j End 
"kar 30 C i End 
^lar 30 T \ End 
13 %?r 3 T Kid. 1 
14 I 
End 
15 
^pr 19 T End "kpr 20 T 
^pr 20 C 
"j\pr 20 C 
Mi d. 
Mid. 
End 
16 
17 
Figure 3. Schedule of the Recording Sessions and 
Moment of Recording 
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assistant. The teachers could take advantage of the audio­
visual equipment in any way and at any time they liked 
except at the time of the data collection. At least one 
visit called "familiarization" preceded the recording of 
each teaching sample. Unless special requests were made 
by teacher or students, the familiarization recording was 
made in the same manner and time as the filming for data 
collection. 
The video-taping technique. The audio-visual equip­
ment was displayed in the dance studio so that minimal 
interference with the class occurred and maximum visibi­
lity and audition were obtained. Camera placement varied 
according to the choreography and technique working spaces. 
A front corner of the studio was the fairly consistent 
choice for placement of the camera in the technique setting. 
Placement variations were necessary, however, in the cho­
reography setting. The most frequent camera locations were: 
(.a) center of the studio, behind the group and facing the 
stage; (b) front center of the studio, in front of the 
group. A nondirectional microphone was suspended from the 
ceiling fixtures in the area most likely to be used by the 
teacher, generally the center of the dance studio. All 
equipment was installed prior to the beginning of each 
class. The camera was most frequently focused on the 
teacher and the students immediately surrounding her. 
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A Sony camera (model 2400 AVC) with Comisar television 
lens 12.5 mm, and 1.19 zoom television lens was used for 
recording the teaching samples. The camera was fixed on a 
Samson tripod (model 7201). A Sony-Matic portable video 
recorder (model AV-3400) was also used with a Sony power 
adapter (model AC-3400). No monitor was used during the 
video-taping sessions. 
A Sony monitor television receiver with a 21-inch 
screen was used during the" training and testing of the ob­
servation system as well as during the coding of the 20 
recorded teaching samples. The equipment used was the pro­
perty of the University of North Carolina at Greensboro, 
School of Health, Physical Education and Recreation. 
The Systematic Coding of Teacher Behaviors 
The systematic coding of the dance teacher behaviors 
provided by the video-taped teaching samples was accom­
plished between April 24th and May 12th, 1978. The 20 
teaching samples were observed and described by the two 
trained coders according to the LAJS. One coder was as­
signed eleven tapes and the other assigned nine. Each 
tape was coded according to the procedures established for 
the testing sessions already described. The raw data drawn 
from each sample were recorded on sheets specifically pre­
pared for that purpose. Clear information regarding the 
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sample number, class, teacher, time of recording and 
coder was noted on each recording sheet used for each sam­
ple. No specific schedule for coding work was followed, 
as each coder worked individually according to her personal 
schedule and the availability of the audio-visual equipment. 
Procedures for Data Analysis 
It was the purpose of this study to characterize 
dance teacher behaviors as observed in two types of clas­
ses, one of which focused on choreography, the other on 
technique. The characterization was made in terms of: 
(a) the proportion of verbal and nonverbal behaviors, 
(b) the directness or indirectness of teaching approach, 
(c) instructional flexibility, and (d) dominant teaching 
patterns. This section provides a description of the pro­
cedures undertaken in the analysis of the data. These 
procedures include those related to the organization of 
the data and those followed to achieve each characteriza­
tion described above. 
Organization of the Data 
The raw data provided by the coding of the ten teach­
ing samples of the choreography and technique classes 
served as the basis for characterizing dance teacher behavior. 
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Prior to any characterization, these raw data were organ­
ized by computer into six matrices. These matrices in­
cluded two master matrices resulting from the combination 
of the total number of observations recorded in each set­
ting and four submatrices resulting from the combination of 
the observations recorded for each individual teacher in 
each setting. The computer program used for this purpose 
was the one designed for CAFIAS (Lock, Martinek, & Phelps, 
1 9 7 8 ) .  
Each characterization was made from the master matrix 
for each setting and each of the four submatrices. Dif­
ferent aspects of the same basic data were used for each 
type of characterization. 
Procedures Followed for the Characterization in Terms 
of Proportion of Verbal and Nonverbal Behaviors 
The characterization of dance teacher behavior in terms 
of their verbal and nonverbal proportion was obtained from 
analysis of frequencies recorded for both dimensions. Total 
frequencies recorded for the verbal dimension, the nonverbal 
dimension, and the composite dimension (verbal and nonverbal) 
of all teacher categories were derived from each matrix. 
Subsequently, a percentage of verbal and nonverbal behaviors 
and a ratio of verbal to nonverbal behaviors was calculated. 
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A more specific characterization in terms of verbal 
and nonverbal behaviors was also made for each category of 
teacher behavior. The frequencies of verbal, nonverbal, 
and total dimensions (verbal and nonverbal) were calculated 
for each of the sanction, procedure, information and main­
tenance categories. Specific information regarding the use 
of the verbal and nonverbal communications throughout these 
four types of teacher behavior was thus provided. 
Procedures Followed for the Characterization in Terms 
of Directness and Indirectness of Teaching Approaches 
Operational definitions of directness and indirect­
ness in teaching originated mainly from the work of Flanders 
(1974). He referred to teacher influence as "a series of 
acts along a time line" (p. 113) and defined these two terms 
as follows: (a) direct teacher influence corresponds to 
teacher behaviors "which restricted a student's freedom 
of action by focusing attention on a problem or interject­
ing teacher authority, or both" (p. 115); (b) indirect 
teacher influence refers to teacher behavior "which expanded 
a student's freedom of action by encouraging his verbal 
participation and initiative" (.p. 115) . In providing 
these definitions, Flanders (1974) emphasized the idea that 
both types of approaches are necessary in teaching, that 
they should not be considered as good or bad but rather as 
coherent, or not with the teacher's beliefs and intentions. 
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Joyce and Harootunian (1967) based the identification 
of the procedure and information subcategories on a reflec­
tive-structured dichotomy. Consistent with Flander's 
position, these subcategories were defined as either reflec­
tive (indirect) or structuring (direct). A summary of 
Joyce's definition of procedure and information subcate­
gories is provided in Figure 4. 
To determine how direct or indirect teacher behaviors 
relate to procedure and information categories, Joyce and 
Hodges (1966) and Flanders and Amidon (1967) proposed the 
use of I/D ratio. In most recent form, such a ratio is ex­
pressed as the number of indirect behaviors recorded for 
one category divided by the number of direct behaviors 
recorded for one category divided by the number of direct 
behaviors recorded for the same category. Considering that 
the LAJS allows for the recording of the verbal and nonverbal 
dimensions of the communication taking place, the I/D ratio 
was expressed by the following formula for the information 
category: 
I/D = Ii + ii + I2 + i2 
I3 + i-3 + I4 + i-4 + I5 + 15 
and by the following one for the procedure category: 
I/D c pl + Pi + p2 + P2 
P3 + p3 + P4 + p4 
Information Procedure 
Direct Indirect Direct Indirect 
1^: Questions 
for precise 
answers 
•1" Helps stu­
dent to theorize 
P^: Imposes 
standards of 
performance 
P^: Helps stu­
dents to deter­
mine standards 
of performance 
P^J Helps stu­
dents to develop 
a plan or a 
procedure 
I,.: Delivers 
conclusions 
or opinions 
I .: Delivers 
4 
information 
I^: Helps stu­
dents toward 
self-expression 
P^: Imposes 
a plan or a 
procedure 
Figure 4. Joyce's Definition of Procedure and 
Information Subcategories 
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Information regarding the interpretation of such a 
ratio was provided by Flanders and Amidon (1967) who sug­
gested typifying teacher behavior as either direct or in­
direct according to the part of the ratio which included 
more than half of the behaviors. 
Because a direct/indirect dichotomy was presented 
only in the definition of the information and procedure 
category the characterization of directness and indirectness 
of teacher behaviors studied was based on the total value 
of the I/D ratio calculated for each of these categories. 
The ratios were obtained from the number of tallies re­
corded under the total dimension of the indirect subcate­
gories of information and procedure and the number of tal­
lies recorded under the total dimension of their direct 
subcategories. 
More particularly, the number of tallies recorded in 
the master matrices of the choreography and technique clas­
ses under the direct and indirect subcategories of infor­
mation and procedure was expressed in two I/D ratios. The 
characterization in terms of directness or indirectness 
of approach was made for each category according to the 
values of their respective ratios. 
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Procedures Followed for the Characterization of 
Instructional Flexibility 
On the basis of the two types of strategies that Joyce 
and Harootunian (1967) identified for the information and 
procedure categories, flexibility was defined as the teach­
er's shifts from reflective to structuring or structuring 
to reflective strategies. Borrowing the Flanders' idea, 
Joyce and Harootunian used a ratio of reflective over 
structuring teacher behaviors recorded in the information 
or procedure category as an indicator of flexibility in 
teaching. Instead of the value of the ratio, the degree 
of discrepancy between the ratio components was used. The 
higher the discrepancy, the lower the flexibility and vice-
versa. A reflective/structured strategies ratio procedure 
was thus used to characterize dance teacher behaviors in 
terms of their flexibility. However, in order to account 
for shifts in strategies only the number of one-way tran­
sitions (pairs of teacher behaviors that were not composed 
of identical symbols) for each of information and procedure 
subcategory was used in the calculation of the ratios. 
Prior to the establishment of the reflective/structured 
strategies ratios, the number of steady state cells was 
parceled out from the matrices. A steady state cell refers 
to a pair of behaviors composed of identical symbols of be­
haviors (Flanders, 1970). It indicates that the behavior 
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was maintained long enough to necessitate the recording of 
several units. The parceling out of the steady state 
cells enabled the researcher to identify the transition 
cells for each subcategory of procedure and information. 
The number of one-way transitions for each subcategory was 
used to calculate reflective/structured strategy ratios for 
information and procedure. The dance teacher behaviors 
were characterized as flexible or inflexible on the basis 
of the degree of discrepancy between each ratio component. 
Procedures Followed for the Characterization in Terms 
of Dominant Teaching Patterns 
According to Flanders (1970), teaching patterns are 
short chains of events an observer can identify which occur 
frequently enough to be of interest. In this study, major 
teaching patterns were identified as the short chains of 
events which emerged from the five top cells of each matrix. 
They were established by locating the five top cells along 
with the behaviors which most frequently preceded and fol­
lowed those of the top cell. This was done according to 
Flanders' (19 70) principle of flow chart development. The 
following event was located as the "unmarked cell with the 
highest frequency" (p. 117) in the row which was designated 
by the second symbol in the address of the starting cell. 
The preceding event was located as the unmarked cell with 
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highest frequency in the column which was designated by 
the first symbol in the address of the starting cell. 
The characterization of the observed dance teacher be­
haviors in terms of their major teaching patterns was 
made according to the general characteristics which emer­
ged from the examination of these dominant teaching pat­
terns . 
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CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
The purpose of this study was to characterize dance 
teacher behaviors in two types of classes, one of which 
focused on choreography, the other on technique. The 
characterization was made in terms of: (a) the proportion 
of verbal and nonverbal behaviors; (b) the directness or 
indirectness of instructional approach; (c) the flexibi­
lity of strategy; and (d) the dominant teaching patterns. 
The research purpose was achieved from the data pro­
vided by two master matrices, built from the observations 
gathered in choreography and technique classes, respectively, 
which included 8,179 tallies for choreography and 14,659 
tallies for technique. In order to see how general cha­
racteristics compared with those of each teacher, indivi­
dual teacher behaviors were characterized. The two sub-
matrices built from the observations of each teacher in 
each setting were used for this purpose. 
The data provided by the choreography classes are pre­
sented first. They are followed by those provided by the 
technique classes. 
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Results from Choreography Classes 
Proportion of Verbal and Nonverbal Behaviors 
The percentage of verbal and nonverbal behaviors and 
the ratio of verbal to nonverbal behaviors calculated for 
all categories and each individual category of sanction, 
procedure, information and maintenance served as bases for 
characterizing teacher behaviors observed in choreography 
classes. 
According to the data provided by the master matrix, 
72% of all behaviors used in the teaching of choreography 
were verbal and 2 8% were nonverbal. The total value of 
the ratio of verbal to nonverbal behaviors was 2.53. 
The first and second most frequent teacher behavior 
categories were information (2,711) and procedure (677), 
respectively. Teacher behaviors of the maintenance cate­
gory were third (256) and those of the sanction category 
were the least frequently used (74). 
Choreographic information-giving was 6 7% verbal and 
33% nonverbal. A total value of 1.99 was found for the 
ratio of verbal to nonverbal behavior of that category. 
The procedure category behaviors were 83% verbal and 17% 
nonverbal with a value of 5.04 for the ratio of verbal to 
nonverbal behaviors. Maintenance behaviors were 87% verbal 
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and 13% nonverbal. A value of 7 was found for the ratio 
of verbal to nonverbal behaviors, sanctioning behaviors in 
choreography classes were 97% verbal and 3% nonverbal. 
The value of the ratio of verbal to nonverbal behaviors was 
found to be 36. The results indicated that verbal be­
haviors were primarily used in choreography classes. The 
most evident nonverbal contributions were related to the 
handling of information and the least evident ones were 
related to the application of sanction. A summary of 
the data analysis for the total number of behaviors re­
corded in choreography classes is provided in Part I of 
Table 1. 
According to the data provided by the two submatrices 
of choreography, the percentages of verbal behaviors for 
teacher number one and teacher number two were 76% and 70%, 
respectively. The percentages of nonverbal behaviors for 
both were 24% and 30% respectively. The ratios of verbal 
to nonverbal behaviors for each teacher was 3.15 and 2.34. 
The highest total number of frequencies for each 
teacher was recorded for the information category (644 
for teacher number one and 2,068 for teacher number two). 
The percentage of verbal and nonverbal behaviors of that 
category were 70% and 30% respectively for teacher num­
ber one, and 65% and 35% for teacher number two. The value 
of the ratios of verbal to nonverbal behaviors were 2.39 
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TABLE 1 
Teachers' Verbal and Nonverbal Behaviors 
in the Teaching of Choreography 
Part I: Data Provided by the Master Matrix 
Teacher 
total 
dimension 
Teacher 
verbal 
dimension 
Teacher 
nonverbal 
dimension 
Percentage 
of verbal 
behaviors 
Percentage 
of nonverbal 
behaviors 
Ratio of | 
verbal to 
nonverbal 
behaviors 
all 
categories 
information 
3718 
2711 
2665 
1804 
1053 
907 
72% 
67% 
28% 
33% 
2.53 
1.988 
procedure 677 565 112 83% 17% 5.044 
sanction 74 72 - 2 97% 3% 36 
maintenance 256 224 32 87% 13% 7 
Part II: 3ata Provided by Teacher Number l's Matrix 
all 
categories 
information 
1038 
644 
788 
454 
250 
190 
76% 
70% 
24% 
30% 
3.152 
2. 389 
procedure 291 238 53 82% 18% 4.49 
sanction 31 30 1 97% 3% 30 
maintenance 72 66 6 92% 8% 11 
Part III: Data Provided by Teacher Number 2's Matrix 
all 
categories 
information 
2681 
2068 
1878 
1351 
803 
717 
70% 
65% 
30% 
35% 
2.3387 
1.8842 
procedure 386 327 59 85% 15% 5.5423 
sanction 43 42 1 98% 2% 42 
maintenance 184 158 26 86% 14% 6.07 
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and 1.88 respectively. The second highest number of fre­
quencies was found for the procedure category (291 for 
teacher number one and 386 for teacher number two). Each 
teacher's behaviors for the procedure category were shown 
to have respectively involved 82% (teacher number one) and 
85% (teacher number two) of verbal behaviors and 18% 
(teacher number one) and 15% (teacher number two) of non­
verbal behaviors. A value of 4.49 found for the ratio of 
verbal to nonverbal behaviors of teacher number one and 
one of 5.54 for teacher number two, with a total of 72 
frequencies for teacher number one and one of 184 for 
teacher number two. 
The maintenance category was the third most fre­
quently used behaviors. The percentages of verbal be­
haviors for that category were 92% for teacher number one 
and 86% for teacher number two. The percentages of non­
verbal behaviors were 8% for teacher number one and 14% 
for teacher number two. A value of 11 (teacher number 
one) and one of 6.0 7 (teacher number two) was found for 
the ratio of verbal to nonverbal behaviors. 
The lowest total of frequencies for each teacher was 
recorded in the sanction category (31 for teacher number 
one and 43 for teacher number two). The percentage of 
verbal sanctioning behaviors were 97% (teacher number one) 
and 9 8% (teacher number two) with a corresponding 3% (teacher 
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number one) and 2% (teacher number 2) of nonverbal be­
haviors in that same category. The values of the ratios 
of verbal to nonverbal behaviors respectively were 30 
(teacher number one) and 42 (teacher number two). 
The results provided by the data describing each 
individual teacher's behaviors are similar to the infor­
mation provided by the master matrix which indicated (a) 
that primarily verbal behaviors were used in choreography, 
(b) that the highest number of nonverbal contributions was 
related to the handling of information, and (c) that the 
lowest number of nonverbal contributions was related to 
the category of sanction. 
A summary of the data analysis for each individual 
teacher's behaviors recorded in choreography classes is 
provided in Parts II and III of Table 1. 
Directness and Indirectness of the Instructional Approach 
Characterization in terms of directness or indirectness 
of teaching approach was made for each of the information 
and procedure categories. It was based on the value of the 
I/D ratio calculated for each of these teacher categories. 
According to the data provided by the master matrix 
of choreography classes a value of .0292 was found for the 
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I/D ratio of the information category and one of .244 was 
found for the procedure category. Both ratios were con­
sidered low. 
A summary of the data analysis for the total number 
of behaviors recorded in choreography classes is provided 
in Part I of Table 2. 
According to the data provided by the two submatrices 
of the choreography setting, the values of the I/D ratio 
calculated for the information category was .0645 (teacher 
number one) and .0187 (teacher number two). The values 
of those calculated for the procedure category were .2763 
(teacher number one) and .2215 (teacher number two). The 
results provided by the data of each individual teacher 
were found to reflect the results provided by the master 
matrix. 
A summary of the data analysis for each individual 
teacher's behaviors recorded in choreography classes is 
provided in Parts II and III of Table 2. 
Instructional Flexibility 
The characterization of dance teacher behaviors in 
terms of instructional flexibility was made for both the 
information and the procedure category. This character­
ization was based on the degree of discrepancy found to 
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TABLE 2 
I/D Ratio Calculation for Information 
and Procedure Categories in Choreography Classes 
Part I: Data Provided by the Master Matrix 
INFORMATION PROCEDURE 
Total Dimension ! Number of Tallies Total Dimension : Number of Tallies 
II T iX 
*2 T l 2  
13 + x3 
14 T *4 
I- + i-5 3 
1 
76 
291 
383 
1960 
P1 + Pi 
P2 + P2 
P3 + P3 
P4 * P4 
0 
133 
505 
39 
I/D ratio = .0292 I/D ratio = .244 
Part II: Data Provided by the Matrix of Teacher Number 1 
INFORMATION PROCEDURE 
Total Dimension ' Number of Tallies Total Dimension Number of Tallies 
ix • ix | 0 P1 + Pi 0 
z 2  •  h  ;  3 9  P2 T p2 
63 
I3 + i3 ! 182 P3 + p3 220 
I4 T i4 102 P4 + P4 8 
I5 • i5 1 321 
I/D ratio = .06446 I/D ratio = .2763 
Part III: Data Provided by the Matrix of Teacher Number 2 
INFORMATION PROCEDURE 
Total Dimension Number of Tallies Total Dimension Number of Tallies 
II • ix 1 P1 + Pi 0 
I2 + i2 37 P2 + p2 70 
I3 • i3 109 P3 + P3 285 
X4 * £4 
281 p4 • P4 31 
h + a5 1639 
I/D ratio = .01873 I/D ratio = .2215 ! 
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exist between the components of the reflective/ structured 
strategy ratio respectively established for each teacher 
category. 
According to the data provided by the master matrix 
of choreography classes, a reflective/structured strategy 
ratio of 41:69 3 was found for the teacher behaviors of the 
information category. A ratio of 97:356 for the teacher 
behaviors of the procedure category. In a simplified 
form, these ratios respectively became 1:4 (procedure) 
and 1:21 (information). Discrepancy was observed between 
the two ratio components of the information category while 
one of a lower degree was shown to exist between those of 
the ratio components of the procedure category. 
A summary of the data analysis for the total number 
of behaviors recorded in choreography classes is provided 
in Part I of Table 3. 
According to the data provided by the two submatrices 
of the choreography setting, each individual teacher's 
reflective/structured strategy ratio established for the 
information were 30:290 (teacher number one) and 21:502 
(teacher number two). Those obtained for the procedure 
category were 46:155 (teacher number one) and 51:201 
(teacher number two). The tendency of each teacher's re­
flective/structured strategy ratio followed that of the 
ratios provided by the data of the master matrix. 
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TABLE 3 
Reflective/Structure Ratios Calculated for 
Behaviors of Information and Procedure 
Categories in Choreography Classes 
Part I: Data Provided by the Master Matrix 
INFORMATION PROCEDURE 
j Sub-
1 Category 
| 
Total 
Column 
Steady 
State 
Cells 
j One-Way 
• Transi- | 
j tion | 
! Cells ! 
Sub-
Category 
Total 
Column 
Steady 
State 
Cells 
One-Way 
Transi­
tion 
Cells 
'II + il i 1 0 i 1 1 Pi + Pl 0 0 0 
.I2 + i2 76 36 ! 40 p2 + P2 133 36 97 
! I3 + i3 ! 291 55 ! 234 ' p3 + P3 505 165 340 
I4 + i4 383 219 j 164 j P4 + P4 39 23 16 
] 15 + *5 ; 1960 1665 ! 295 j 
I Reflective/Structure Ratio: 
! «= .0592 
41/693 Reflective/Structure Ratio: 97/356 
= .2725 
Part II: Teacher Number One Matrix 
INFORMATION 1 PROCEDURE 
Sub-
, Category 
1 
' Total 
; Column 
1 
Steady 
State 
Cells 
1 1 
One-Way ' 
Transi­
tion 
Cells 
Sub-
Category 
Total 
Column 
Steady 
State 
Cells 
One-Way 
Transi­
tion 
Cells 
|Il + il ; 1 0 0 P1 + P I  0 0 0 
•' I2 + i2 39 19 20 p2 + P2 63 17 46 
! 13 + A3 182 28 154 P3 + P3 220 68 152 
! J4 + A4 102 48 54 P4 P4 
8 5 3 
I5 + i5 321 
1 
239 82 
. 
Reflective/Structure Ratio: 
= .1034 
30/290 Reflective/Structure Ratio: 46/155 
= .2968 
Part III: Teacher Number Two Matrix 
INFORMATION PROCEDURE 
Sub-
Category 
Total 
Column 
Steady 
State 
Cells 
One-Way 
Transi­
tion 
Cells 
Sub-
Category 
Total 
Column 
Steady 
State 
Cells 
One-Way 
Transi­
tion 
Cells 
Il • ii 1 0 1 P1 + PI 0 0 0 
I2 + i2 37 17 20 P2 + p2 70 19 51 
I3 + i3 109 27 82 p3 +  P3 285 97 188 
*4 +  A4 281 174 207 p4 + P4 31 18 13 
I5 + i5 1639 1426 213 
Reflective/Structure Ratio: 
-  .0418 
21/502 Reflective/Structure Ratio: 51/201 
-  .2537 
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A summary of the data analysis for each individual 
teacher's behaviors recorded in choreography classes is 
provided in Parts II and II of Table 3. 
Dominant Teaching Patterns 
The characterization of choreography teacher be­
haviors in terms of dominant teaching patterns represented 
small chains of events which emerged from the five top 
cells of the master matrix. According to the data pro­
vided by the master matrix, the five dominant patterns of 
choreography classes can be described as follows: 
The most frequent pattern of behaviors constituted 
a succession of students' verbal and nonverbal unpredict­
able behaviors (R3 - r3 - r3 - R3). The second most fre­
quent pattern was initiated by teacher's verbal and nonver­
bal presentation of conclusions or opinions ( I 5  -  I 5  -  is -
R3) which elicited a student's unpredictable verbal be­
havior. The third most frequent pattern was initiated by 
a student's unpredictable verbal behavior ( R 3  -  I 5  -  I5 -
is) which was followed by a teacher reaction in terms ver­
bal and nonverbal extended presentation of conclusions or 
opinions. The fourth and fifth most frequent chain of 
events essentially constituted a succession of student's 
verbal and nonverbal unpredictable behaviors ( R 3  -  R 3  -  r3 -
R3 ~ *"3) . A summary of the data analysis for the total 
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number of behaviors recorded in choreography classes is 
provided in Part I of Table 4. 
According to the data provided by the two submatri-
ces built for the choreography setting, teacher number 
one's dominant teaching patterns can be described in the 
following way: the first and second most frequently oc­
curring patterns included student's verbal and nonverbal 
unpredictable behaviors (r3 - r3 - r3 - R 3  and r3 - R 3  -
r3 ~ r3)• T̂ e third most frequently occurring teaching 
pattern was initiated by a succession of student's verbal 
and nonverbal unpredictable behaviors (R3 - r3 - R3 - 10) 
followed by a period of confusion. The fourth most frequent 
pattern consisted of alternation of confusion and student's 
nonverbal unpredictable behaviors (10 - r3 - 10 - r3). The 
pattern occurring next in line was initiated by a student's 
verbal unpredictable behaviors followed by a teacher's 
reaction in terms of extended verbal and nonverbal communi­
cation of personal conclusions or opinions ( R 3  -  I 5  -  is -
I5) • 
Teacher number two's major teaching patterns can be 
described as follows: her most frequent teaching pattern 
was composed exclusively of verbal and nonverbal communica­
tions of conclusions or opinions (I5 - i$ - I5 - is). Her 
second most frequent teaching pattern was initiated by the 
teacher's extended verbal and nonverbal communication of 
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TABLE 4 
Dominant Teaching Patterns 
of Choreography Classes 
Part 1: Data Provided by the Master Matrix 
Teacher Behavior 
Most Frequently 
Preceding the Top 
Cell 
Top Cells Frequencies 
Teacher Behavior 
Most Frequently 
Following the Top 
Cell 
R3 
R3 
R3 
R3 
r3 ~ r3 
J5 " A5 
*5 - X5 
R3 " r3 _ 
r3 " R3 
1 592 
727 
574 
426 
299 
R3 
R3 
X5 
r3 
r3 
Part II: Data Provided by the Matrix of Teacher Number One 
Teacher Behavior 
Most Frequently 
Preceding the Top 
Cell 
Top Cells ! Frecuencies 
| 
Teacher Behavior 
Most Frequently 
Following the Top 
Cell 
r3 
r3 
R3 
10 
R3 
r3 " r3 
R3 " r3 
r3 " R3 
r3 " 10 
*5 * *5 
1 194 
289 
214 
144 
125 
R3 
R3 
10 
r3 
Part III: Data Provided by the Matrix of Teacher Number Two 
Teacher Behavior 
Most Frequently 
Preceding the Top 
Cell 
1 
Top Cells '• Frequencies 
i 
Teacher Behavior 
'Most Frequently 
Followina the TOD 
Cell 
A5 
R3 
A5 
r3 
J5 " *5 
S * *5 
r3 " r3 
X5 " *5 
R3 " P-3 
602 
495 
398 
324 
149 
J5 
R3 
R3 
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opinions or conclusions ( I 5  -  is -  I 5  -  R 3 ), which elicited 
a student's verbal unpredictable behaviors. The third 
most frequent teaching pattern was composed of students' 
verbal and nonverbal unpredictable behaviors ( R 3  -  r3 -
r3 ~ r3)• T̂ e fourth one consisted of extended verbal and 
nonverbal communication of conclusions or opinions (is -
*5 - *5 ~ **3) which elicited a student's verbal unpredict­
able behavior. A succession of student's verbal and non­
verbal unpredictable behaviors (R3 - r3 - r3 - R3) formed 
the fifth most frequent teaching pattern of teacher number 
two. 
The components of the two teachers' dominant teach­
ing patterns of choreography classes differed from each 
other and from those found for the total number of behaviors 
recorded. A summary of the data analysis for each indi­
vidual teacher's behaviors recorded in choreography clas­
ses is provided in Parts II and III of Table 4. 
Results from Technique Classes 
Proportion of Verbal and Nonverbal Behaviors 
The percentage of verbal behaviors, the percentage 
of nonverbal behaviors and the ratio of verbal to nonverbal 
behaviors calculated for all categories and each individual 
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category of sanction, procedure, information and main­
tenance served as bases for characterizing teacher be­
haviors observed in technique classes. 
According to the data provided by the master matrix, 
54% of all behaviors used in the teaching of technique 
were verbal and 46% were nonverbal. The value of the ratio 
of verbal to nonverbal behaviors was 1.18. 
The first ana second most frequent teacher behavior 
categories were information (6,044) and procedure (3,780), 
respectively. Teacher behaviors dealing with maintenance 
were third (401) and those dealing with sanction were the 
least frequently used (331). 
Information giving about technique was 51% verbal and 
49% nonverbal. A value of 1.05 was found for the ratio of 
verbal to nonverbal behavior of that category. The pro­
cedure category behaviors were 52% verbal and 48% non­
verbal with a ratio of verbal to nonverbal behaviors which 
had a value of 1.08. The maintenance behaviors were 83% 
verbal and 17% nonverbal behaviors. A value of 4.81 was 
found for the ratio of verbal to nonverbal behaviors. 
Sanctioning behaviors in technique classes were 96% verbal 
and 4% nonverbal. The value of the ratio of verbal to non­
verbal behavior was found to be 24.5. These results indi­
cate that, in technique classes, a high number of both 
verbal and nonverbal communications were involved in the 
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handling of information and the development of procedure. 
Primarily verbal communications were involved in main­
tenance and sanction categories of teacher behavior. A 
summary of the data analysis for the total number of be­
haviors recorded in technique classes is provided in Part 
I of Table 5. 
According to the data provided by the two submatrices 
of technique, the percentages of verbal behaviors for 
teacher number one and teacher number two were 52% and 
56% respectively. The percentage of nonverbal behaviors 
for both were 48% and 44% respectively. The value of the 
ratios of verbal to nonverbal behaviors for each teacher 
was 1.08 and 1.29. 
The highest total number of frequencies, for each 
teacher, was recorded under the information category (3,071 
for teacher number one and 2,973 for teacher number two). 
The percentages of verbal and nonverbal behaviors of that 
category were 50% and 50% for teacher number one respec­
tively and 53% and 47% for teacher number two, while the 
values of the ratios of verbal to nonverbal behaviors were 
.98 and 1.12. The second highest number of frequencies 
was found for the procedure category (2,193 for teacher 
number one, and 1,587 for teacher number two). Each teach­
er 1s behaviors in that category were shown to have respec­
tively involved 49% (teacher number one) and 56% (teacher 
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TABLE 5 
Teachers' Verbal and Nonverbal Behaviors 
in the Teaching of Technique 
Teacher |Teacher 
total I verbal 
dimension dimension 
Teacher j Percentage ̂ Percentage 
nonverbal:of verbal jof nonverbal 
dimension.behaviors [behaviors 
I 
Ratio of 
verbal to 
nonverbal 
behaviors 
Part I: Data Provided by the Master Matrix 
all 
categories 
10556 5704 j 4832 
1 
54% 46% 1.18 
information 6044 3091 ! 2953 51% 49% 1.05 
procedure 3780 1963 i 1817 52% 48% o
 
00
 
sanction 331 318 I 13 96% 4% 24.5 
maintenance 401 332 69 83% 17% 4.81 
Part II: Data Provided by the Teacher Number l's Matrix 
all 
categories 
5589 2905 j 2684 52% 48% o
 
00
 
information 3071 1522 ; 1549 50% ! 
! 
50% 1 I 
procedure 2193 1075 1 1118 49% ; 51% I ; .96 
sanction 161 161 
i 
! 0 
i 
100% 0% i 161 
maintenance 164 147 i 17 90% 10% | 8.64 
Part III: Data Provided by Teacher Number 2's Matrix 
all 
categories 
4967 2799 2168 56% 44% 1.29 
information 2973 1569 1404 53% 47% 1.12 
procedure 1587 888 699 56% 44% 1.27 
sanction 170 157 13 92% 8% 12.07 
maintenance 237 185 52 78% 22% 3.55 
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number two) of verbal behaviors and 51% (teacher number one) 
and 44% (teacher number two) of nonverbal behaviors. A 
value of .96 was found for the ratio of verbal to non­
verbal behaviors of teacher number one and one of 1.27 
for that of teacher number two. 
With a total of 164 frequencies for teacher number 
one and one of 237 for teacher number two, the maintenance 
category was the third most frequently used behavior. 
The percentages of verbal behaviors for that category 
were 90% for teacher number one and 78% for teacher number 
two. The percentages of nonverbal behaviors were 10% 
for teacher number one and 22% for teacher number two. 
Values of 8.64 (teacher number one) and 3.55 (teacher num­
ber two) were found for the ratio of verbal to nonverbal 
behaviors. 
In the technique classes, the lowest total of fre­
quencies for each teacher was recorded under the sanction 
category (161 for teacher number one and 170 for teacher 
number two). The percentages of verbal sanctioning be­
haviors were 100% (teacher number one) and 92% (teacher 
number two). Those of the nonverbal behaviors were 0% 
(teacher number one) and 8% (teacher number two). The 
value of the ratios of verbal to nonverbal behaviors res­
pectively were °° (teacher number one) and 12.07 (teacher 
number two). 
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In addition to supporting the general pattern of 
verbal and nonverbal proportions provided by the data 
of the master matrix of technique, the comparison of the 
data provided by the two submatrices revealed that, for 
the information and procedure categories, teacher number 
one's communication was more nonverbal than that of teacher 
number two. A summary of the data analysis for each in­
dividual teacher's behaviors recorded in technique classes 
is provided in Parts II and III of Table 5. 
Directness and Indirectness of Teaching Approach 
The characterization of dance teacher's behaviors in 
terms of directness or indirectness of approach was made 
for each of the information and procedure categories. It 
was based on the value of the I/D ratio calculated for 
each of these teacher categories. 
According to the data provided by the master matrix 
of technique classes, a value of .00033 was found for 
the teacher behavior of the information category and one 
of .0183 was found for that of teacher behaviors of the 
procedure category. The value of both ratios were very 
low. A summary of the data analysis for the total number 
of behaviors recorded in technique classes is provided in 
Part I of Table 6. 
According to the data provided by the two submatrices 
built for the technique setting, each individual teacher's 
TABLE 6 
I/D Ratio Calculated for Behaviors 
of Information and Procedure Categories 
in Technique Classes 
Part I: Data Provided by the Master Matrix 
INFORMATION PROCEDURE 
Total Dimension Number of Tallies Total Dimension Number of Tallies 
J1 + *1 0 P1 + Pi 0 
I2 + i 2  2 P2 
+ p2 68 
I3 + i3 67 P3 + P3 3704 
*4 + i4 5908 P4 + P4 8 
I5 + i5 67 
I/D Ratio = .00033 I/D Ratio - .0183 
Part II: Data Provided by the Matrix of Teacher Number 1 
INFORMATION PROCEDURE 
1 
Total Dimension Number of Tallies Total Dimension Number of Tallies 
J 1  +  i l  0 P1 + Pi 0 
1 2  + i2 0 P2 + P2 30 
I3 + i3 25 p3 + P3 2163 
3036 P4 + P4 0 
I5 + i5 10 
I/D Ratio = 0 I/D Ratio = .0138 
Part III: Data Provided by the Matrix of Teacher Number 2 
INFORMATION PROCEDURE 
Total Dimension Number of Tallies Total Dimension Number of Tallies 
Il + ix 0 Pi - Pi 0 
I2 + i2 2 P2 + P2 38 
Z3 + i3 42 
p3 + P3 1541 
I4 + i4 2872 P4 + P4 8 
15 + i5 57 
I/D Ratio = .000673 I/D Ratio = .02453 
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I/D ratio for the teacher behaviors of the information 
category had a value of 0 (teacher number one) and .00067 
(teacher number two). Those calculated for the teacher be­
haviors of the procedure category had a value of .0138 
(teacher number one) and .0245 (teacher number two). The 
results provided by the data of each individual teacher 
were found to reflect those provided by the data of the 
master matrix. 
A summary of the data analysis for each individual 
teacher's behaviors recorded in technique classes is pro­
vided in Parts II and III of Table 6. 
Instructional Flexibility 
The characterization of dance teacher behaviors in 
terms of instructional flexibility was made for both the 
information and the procedure categories. It was based 
on the degree of discrepancy found between the components of 
the reflective/structured strategy ratio respectively esta­
blished for each teacher category. 
According to the data provided by the master matrix 
of technique classes, a reflective/sturctured strategy 
ratio of 2:2,581 was found for the teacher behaviors of the 
information category and one of 58:2,539 for the teacher be­
haviors of the procedure category. In a simplified version 
these ratios respectively became 1:1,291 (information) and 
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1:44. Much discrepancy was evidenced between the ratio 
components of both information and procedure categories. 
A lower one was shown to exist between those of the reflec­
tive/structured stragegy ratio of the procedure category. 
A new degree of strategic flexibility was indicated. A 
summary of the data analysis for the total number of be­
haviors recorded in technique classes is provided in Part 
I of Table 7. 
According to the data provided by the two submatrices 
built for the technique setting, each individual teacher's 
reflective/structured strategy ratio established for the 
information category were 0:1,374 (teacher number one) and 
2:1,221 (teacher number two). Those obtained for the pro­
cedure category were 29:1,525 (teacher number one) and 
29:1,025 (teacher number two). The tendency of each 
teacher's ratio followed that of the ratios provided 
the master matrix. 
A summary of the data analysis for each individual 
teacher behavior recorded in technique classes is provided 
in Parts II and III of Table 7. 
Dominant Teaching Patterns 
The characterization of technique teacher behaviors 
in terms of dominant teaching patterns presented small 
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TABLE 7 
Reflective/Structure Ratios Calculated for 
Behaviors of Information and Procedure 
Categories in Technique Classes 
Part I: Data Provided by the Master Matrix 
INFORMATION PROCEDURE 1 
Sub- Total Steady One-Way Sub- Total Steady One-Way : 
Category Column State Transi­ Category Column State Transi­
Cells tion Cells tion 
Cells I Cells 
Il 4 ix 0 0 0 P1 + Pi 0 0 ! 
t 
0 
I2 + i2 2 0 2 P2 + P2 68 10 : 58 : 
I3 + i3 67 7 62 P3 + p3 3704 1172 • 2532 j 
I4 + i4 5908 3409 2499 p4 + p4 8 1 7 ; 
I5 + i5 67 47 20 i 
i 
i 
Reflective/Structure Ratio: 2/2581 Reflective/Structure Ratio 58/2539j 
Part II: Data Provided by Teacher Number One's Matrix 
INFORMATION PROCEDURE 
Sub- Total Steady One-Way Sub- Total Steady One-Way 
Category Column State Transi­ Category Column State Transi­
Cells tion Cells tion 
Cells Cells 
Il + ii 0 0 0 P1 + Pi 0 0 0 
I 2  + i2 0 0 0 P2 + P2 30 1 29 
I3 + i3 25 2 23 P3 + p3 2163 639 1524 
I4 + i4 3036 1688 1348 p4 + P4 0 0 0 
*5 + *5 10 7 3 
Reflective/Structure Ratio: 0/1374 Deflective/Structure Ratio: 29/1524 
Part III: Data Provided by Teacher Number Two's Matrix 
INFORMATION PROCEDURE 
Sub- Total Steady One-Way Sub- Total Steady One-Way 
Category Column State Transi­ Category Column State Transi­
Cells tion Cells tion 
Cells Cells 
Il + ii 0 0 0 P1 + Pi 0 0 0 
I2 + i2 2 0 2 P2 + P2 38 9 29 
I3 • i3 42 5 38 P3 + p3 1541 523 1018 
I4 + i4 2B77 1721 1156 p4 + p4 8 1 7 
I5 + i5 57 30 27 
Reflective/Structure Ratio: 2/1221 Reflective/Structure Ratio : 29/1025 
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chains of events which emerged from the five top cells of 
the master matrix. According to the data provided by 
the master matrix, the five dominant teaching patterns of 
technique classes can be described as follows: The most 
frequent teaching pattern of technique classes was composed 
of teacher's communication of verbal and nonverbal infor­
mation (I4 - i4) preceded and followed by teacher's non­
v e r b a l  i m p o s i t i o n  o f  a  p l a n  o r  p r o c e d u r e  ( P 3  -  I 4  -  1 4  -  P 3 ) .  
The second most frequent pattern was initiated by an extended 
teacher's verbal and nonverbal communication of information 
(i^ - i4 - I4 - ri) which elicited a student nonverbal pre­
dictable behavior. The third most frequent pattern origi­
nated in a student's predictable nonverbal behavior which 
was followed by a teacher's reaction in terms of verbal and 
nonverbal imposition of a plan or procedure and then by 
another student's nonverbal behavior (ri - P3 - P3 - r^). 
Evolving from a teacher's verbal communication of information, 
the fourth most frequent pattern was continued by a student's 
nonverbal predictable behavior which in turn was followed 
by a teacher's reaction in terms of verbal presentation of 
information and then by a nonverbal imposition of plan or 
procedure (I4 - rj - I4 - P3). The fifth most frequent 
chain of teaching events was initiated by a teacher's non­
verbal communication of information and nonverbal imposition 
of a plan or procedure which elicited a student's nonverbal 
predictable behavior which in turn elicited a teacher's 
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reaction in terms of nonverbal communication of infor­
mation (i4 - P3 - ri - i4). A summary of the data analysis 
for the total number of behaviors recorded in technique 
classes is provided in Part I of Table 8. 
According to the data provided by the two submatrices 
built for the technique setting, teacher number one's 
dominant teaching patterns can be described in the follow­
ing way: Her most frequent teaching pattern started with 
her nonverbal imposition of a plan or procedure, combined 
with a verbal and nonverbal communication of information 
which elicited a student's nonverbal predictable behavior 
(P3 - I4 - i4 - r^). The second most frequent pattern of 
information and imposition of a plan or procedure to which 
students responded by nonverbal predictable behavior and 
which, in turn, was followed by a teacher's reaction in 
terms of nonverbal communication of information (14 - P3 -
rj_ - i4). The third most frequent teaching pattern ori­
ginated in teacher's nonverbal imposition of a plan or 
procedure and communication of information which elicited 
a student's nonverbal predictable behavior, itself followed 
by a teacher's reaction in terms of verbal presentation of 
information (P3 - i4 - r^ - I4). Evolving from teacher's 
nonverbal communication of information which elicited a 
student nonverbal predictable behavior, the fourth pattern 
was continued by a teacher's reaction in terms of verbal 
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TABLE 8 
Dominant Teaching Patterns 
of Technique Classes 
Part I: Data Provided by the Master Matrix 
Teacher Behavior Teacher Behavior 
Most Frequently 
Preceding the Top 
Cell 
Top Cell Frequencies Most Frequently Following the Top 
Cell 
P3 J4 - 2 292 P3 
*4 i4 - J4 983 rl 
rl P3 - P3 940 rl 
X4 rl 
- *4 
502 P3 
*4 P3 - rl 431 *4 
Part II: Data Provided by the Matrix of Teacher Number One 
Teacher Behavior Teacher Behavior 
Most Frequently 
Preceding the Top 
Cell 
Top Cell Frequencies Most Frequently Following the Top 
Cell 
- J4 - i4 1 124 rl 
i4 P3 - rl 820 V 
P3 *4 - rl 732 J4 
*4 rl 
- X4 728 P3 
P3 rl 
- P3 699 X4 
Part III: Data Provided by the Matrix of Teacher Number Two 
Teacher Behavior Teacher Behavior 
Most Frequently 
Preceding the Top 
Cell 
Top Cell Frequencies Most Frequently 
Following the Top 
Cell 
P3 J4 - *4 
1 168 P3 
rl - X4 774 P3 
P3 *4 - rl 643 X4 
*4 P3 - rl 611 *4 
P3 rl 
- P3 540 *4 
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communication of information and imposition of a plan or 
procedure (i4 - r^ - I4 - P3). The fifth most frequent 
teaching pattern started with teacher's verbal imposition 
of a plan or procedure which elicited a student's nonverbal 
predictable behavior which was itself followed by a teacher's 
reaction in terms of verbal imposition of a plan or procedure 
and communication of information (P3 - r^ - P3 - I4). 
Teacher number two's dominant teaching patterns can be 
described as follows: Her most frequent teaching pattern 
was composed solely of teacher behaviors. These behaviors 
took the forms of verbal imposition of plan or procedure, 
followed by a verbal and nonverbal communication of infor­
mation, followed in turn by nonverbal imposition of plan or 
procedure (P3 - I4 - i4 - P3). Her second most frequent pat­
tern was initiated by her nonverbal communication of infor­
mation which elicited a student nonverbal predictable behavior, 
itself followed by a teacher's reaction in terms of verbal 
communication of information and imposition of plan or pro­
cedure (i4 - r^ - I4 - P3) . Starting with that teacher's 
nonverbal imposition of plan or procedure and communication 
of information, which elicited a student's predictable non­
verbal behavior, the third most frequent teaching pattern 
was concluded by the teacher's reaction in terms of verbal 
communication of information (P3 - i4 - r^ - I4). The fourth 
most frequent teaching pattern involved the teacher's nonverbal 
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communication if information and verbal imposition of plan 
and procedure which elicited a predictable student behaviors 
and then a teacher reaction in the form of the nonverbal 
communication of information (i^ - P3 - r^ - 14 ) . The fifth 
one originated from a teacher's verbal imposition of a plan 
or procedure which elicited a student's nonverbal predictable 
behavior. The latter then elicited a teacher's reaction in 
terms of a verbal imposition of a plan or procedure and 
v e r b a l  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  ( P 3  -  r i  -  P 3  -  I 4 ) .  
The components of the dominant teaching patterns used 
by each individual teacher in conducting technique classes 
differed from one another and from those found for the total 
number of behaviors recorded in that setting. A summary of 
the data analysis for each individual teacher's behaviors 
recorded in technique classes is provided in Parts II and 
III of Table 8. 
Discussion 
Proportion of Verbal and Nonverbal Behaviors 
The results of the preceding characterization showed 
verbal teacher behaviors predominating in choreography clas­
ses. Considering that choreography is a nonverbal subject matter, 
the value of 2.53 found for the verbal to nonverbal ratio and the 
small amount of nonverbal activity (28%) might be considered 
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unexpected. One cause of the relatively small number of 
nonverbal behaviors found in the choreography setting is 
that the results reflected only teacher behaviors. When 
student behaviors were also accounted for, the percentage 
of nonverbal behaviors was 52%. On this basis, the number 
of nonverbal behaviors found in choreography classes can 
be said to compare with Batchelder's (1976) findings for 
"physical activity" setting. 
The overall teacher communication in technique classes 
was shown to contain as many verbal as nonverbal behaviors. 
When student behaviors were also accounted for, the percentage 
of nonverbal behaviors was 47%. This quantity of nonverbal 
activity can be said to compare with that Batchelder (1976) 
found for "physical activity" classes. The findings pertain­
ing to the overall communication in technique and choreography 
classes support Cheffers (1974) and Grant's (1977) points 
of view regarding the need to consider the teaching process 
as consisting of more than verbal communication alone. 
In the choreography setting, the largest quantity of 
nonverbal teacher behaviors was found to be related to the 
handling of information. In the technique setting, the 
largest number of nonverbal teacher behaviors involved the 
handling of information and the development of procedure. 
Considering that dance is essentially a nonverbal subject 
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matter, this higher concentration of nonverbal activity for 
handling the instructional content suggests that the 
teaching of choreography and technique are dependent on 
the teacher's mastery of highly specialized nonverbal com­
munication. Such nonverbal communication of the technique 
and choreography content necessitates a nonverbal profes­
sional competency in dance. Although the teaching of "aca­
demic" subject matter might involve an amount of nonverbal 
activity equal to that of choreography, for example, these 
nonverbal behaviors do not imply the mastery of an arti­
culated body language. Indeed, to write on the blackboard, 
to point at a student, to provide equipment, are not highly 
developed skills in themselves and do not usually require 
a nonverbal competency of the kind required of an instructor 
who is demonstrating a movement. Potential implications 
for the dance teacher's preparation, suggest a need to 
further investigate means of accounting for specific types 
of nonverbal behaviors. More precise implications for dance 
teacher preparation might evolve as a result of acknowledging 
a distinction between specialized and non specialized teacher 
behaviors in future research. 
In the technique setting, the great quantity of non­
verbal behaviors found related to procedure might also sug­
gest a need for the dance teacher to master another type of 
specialized nonverbal teaching skill: accompaniment — that 
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is, the use of percussion instruments to support and guide 
the students' movements. The number of frequencies found 
for each procedure subcategory show that they were primarily 
recorded for the "impose a procedure" (P3) subcategory 
which mainly corresponded to accompaniment. Considering 
that the "student's active learning time" currently tends 
to be recognized as a most important variable affecting 
student's learning (Berliner & Tikunoff, 1976; Hall, 
Delquadri, & Harris, 1977;- Siedentop, 1976) , and that 
organizational and managerial teacher behaviors are strongly 
related to that aspect, these results may suggest a need, 
in teacher preparation, to give special attention to the 
teacher's ability to accompany movement. 
As a whole, the number of nonverbal procedural beha­
viors found in this study was influenced by characteristics 
of the setting of the choreography and technique classes. 
According to the information gathered regarding each of 
these classes (see Appendix C), an accompanist was present 
at all times in both choreography classes and was present 
in two out of the ten technique class periods. The overall 
verbal and nonverbal characterization must be regarded with 
this limitation in mind. The constant presence of an ac­
companist in choreography classes may have contributed to 
the more verbal overall communication found for that setting. 
If the accompanist had been present in all technique classes, 
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the overall characterization might have been more verbal; 
however, the information category might have been shown 
as that necessitating the highest quantity of nonverbal 
communications. Without the accompanist, on the other hand, 
the overall characterization might have been more nonverbal. 
The teaching of choreography was suggested to be more 
verbal than that of technique. The fact that each indi­
vidual teacher's behaviors reflected this characteristic 
and that the percentage of nonverbal behaviors found in 
the nonverbal information category was lower in choreography 
than in technique might indicate that this use of more verbal 
communication in choreography is related more to the instruc­
tional content than to the teacher's personal teaching style. 
However, since this study involved a small representative 
sample of dance teachers, the results of the characterization 
of dance teacher behaviors in terms of verbal and nonverbal 
behaviors need to be supported by further descriptive research. 
Directness and Indirectness of the Instructional Approach 
The results of this investigation demonstrated that the 
teaching behaviors observed in technique classes were direct. 
This might be expected since dance technique generally in­
volves precise skill and the literature tends to stress the 
instructional goals of mastery of content and achievement 
127 
of skills, as well as the capacity to follow structured 
activities as concerns of technique classes (Ferdun, 1972; 
Hawkins, 1964) . 
In choreography classes, the emphasis is on creativity. 
Accordingly, the dance education literature tends to regard 
the goals of creative production and of self-direction as 
generally strong concerns in the teaching of choreography 
(Hawkins, 1964; H'Doubler, 1957; Smith, 1976). Therefore, 
an indirect approach was expected. The finding of very low 
I/D ratios for both aspects of information and procedure 
might be surprising. Tentative explanation is provided 
later in this discussion. 
Another finding relating to the directness and indi­
rectness of teacher behaviors in choreography classes is 
the higher degree of indirectness for procedural matters. 
A value of .224 was found for the I/D ratio of the procedure 
category while one of .0292 was found for that of the infor­
mation category. Considering that the dance literature 
stresses both the number and kind of limitations on the 
movement task as means of providing flexibility in the 
teaching of dance, one might have expected indirect teach­
ing strategies to be used for the handling of information 
as well as for the development of procedure. The results 
of this study, however, showed that while the two observed 
teachers more frequently used indirect procedural strategies 
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(133 tallies), they made less frequent use (76 tallies) 
of the indirect information subcategories. This finding 
may be due to the fact that the teachers tended to place a 
high value on experiential learning. In a preliminary inter­
view (see Appendix C), both teachers emphasized learning 
experience more than content as key elements of the 
teaching-learning process for choreography classes. These 
feelings parallel those of the current philosophers of 
humanistic education (Barth, 1969; Hellison, 1973) . There­
fore, this may indicate a more significant indirectness in 
the teaching of choreography to be related to procedure. 
A factor which might have contributed to the lowering 
of the I/D ratio found for the information category, on the 
other hand, was the discrepancy between the time factor 
inherent in direct teaching behaviors as compared to those 
of the indirect type. It was observed that the information-
giving behaviors were typically continuous as compared to 
those indirect or solliciting behaviors. For example, it 
generally takes less time to ask a question than to provide 
an explanation or a description pertaining to the subject 
matter. This general time pattern is reflected in the 
relatively small number of pairs of behaviors of identical 
subcategories (steady state cells) recorded for the indirect 
subcategories (respectively 26 and 0) as compared to the 
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high number recorded for the direct ones (respectively 
1,246 and 319). This finding would perhaps account for the 
higher frequencies of direct behaviors as opposed to indirect. 
While the "eliciting" nature of the indirect infor­
mation and procedure subcategories tends to involve short 
periods of time on the teacher's part, it also tends to 
encourage creative behaviors among students. Students' 
reactions may represent additional information pertaining 
to the directness or indirectness of teacher behaviors. 
Considering that a very large number of creative behaviors 
among students was recorded in the choreography setting, 
the very low I/D ratios that were found for both information 
and procedure categories suggest a need to account for stu­
dents' behaviors in characterizing teacher behaviors as 
direct or indirect. A measure of pupil initiation (Flanders, 
1970) could serve as an additional index of a teacher's 
directness or indirectness. 
Instructional Flexibility 
The reflective/structured strategy ratios established 
as a basis for the characterization of instructional flexi­
bility showed much discrepancy between their respective 
components. They indicate little flexibility for technique 
and choreography classes. The discrepancy was higher for 
the ratios found in technique classes than for those found 
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in choreography classes. According to Joyce (1974), 
flexibility in teaching is dependent upon sets of condi­
tions under which different teacher behaviors appear ap­
propriate. The preceding findings thus indicate more 
potential flexibility in the teaching of choreography than 
in that of technique. 
The degree of discrepancy found between the re­
flective/structured components of the ratios was shown to 
be higher for the information category than for the proce­
dure category, in both types of classes. This finding 
supports that of Joyce and Harootunian (1974) regarding 
flexibility to be independent for different categories of 
behaviors. 
In choreography classes, the data showed that the low 
degree of flexibility found for the handling of the instruc­
tional content was caused by a major emphasis on structuring 
strategies. This may appear somewhat contradictory with 
the ultimate goal of creative production. The relatively 
low number of frequencies recorded in the reflective part 
of the potential spectrum of strategies might be inter­
preted as a need in the teaching of choreography to give 
more attention to strategies that could "help students to 
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theorize" (I^) and those that could "help students toward 
self-expression" (I2). 
With regard to their value, the reflective/structured 
strategy ratios are similar to the I/D ratios found for 
the two types of classes. They were higher for the procedure 
than for the information category. Although the information 
provided by the reflective/structured strategy ratios 
paralleled those already provided by the value of the I/D 
ratios, it is interesting to see that the control of the 
duration of occurrence for the behaviors accomplished by 
statistical analysis affected the obtained value of the 
ratios. In other words, the parceling out of the steady 
state cells affected the value of the I/D ratios, indicating 
a higher degree of indirectness. This was especially evi­
dent for the information category. In the choreography 
setting the value of the reflective/structured strategy 
ratio was .06 (41/693) as compared to .03 (77/2,634 - I/D) 
for the information category, and was .28 (97/356) as com­
pared to .244 (133/1,544 - I/D) for the procedure category. 
In the technique setting, the value of the reflective/ 
structured strategy ratio was .008 (2/2,581) as compared to 
.00033 (2/6,044 - I/D) for the information category, and 
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was .023 (58/12,539) as compared to .018 (68/3,712 - 1/D) 
for the procedure category. This information may be inter­
preted as a need to account for the time factor in asses­
sing the amount of directivity or flexibility among teacher 
behaviors. 
Dominant Teaching Patterns 
The description of the major teaching patterns of 
technique classes tends to support Batchelder and Cheffers' 
(1975) findings that teacher lecture ("teacher delivers 
information - I4", and "teacher delivers conclusions or 
opinions - I5" can be considered teacher behaviors of the 
lecture type) is the most prevalent behavior in teaching. 
Unlike those authors who found "teacher direction - student 
unpredictable response" to be the first top cell of physical 
education classes, in the present study, the investigator 
found this type of behavior (e.g. teacher imposes a plan 
or procedure) to occur as the fifth top cell and as the 
third dominant teaching pattern of technique classes. The 
researcher further observed that it did not appear among 
the five dominant teaching patterns of choreography classes. 
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Recent research findings showed the student's active 
learning time to be an important variable affecting student 
learning (Berliner STikinoff, 1976; Hall, Delquadri & 
Harris, 1977; Siedentop, 1976). Therefore, there is a 
need for future research to identify which specific teacher 
behaviors were most frequently eliciting student activity 
in technique and choreography classes. The dominant teach­
ing patterns of technique classes showed that the verbal 
and nonverbal communication of information (I4, and 
the verbal and nonverbal imposition of procedure ( P 3 ,  p3) 
were teacher behaviors most frequently preceding students' 
predictable behaviors. The dominant teaching patterns of 
choreography classes showed that the verbal and nonverbal 
opinions or conclusions (15, is) were the teacher behaviors 
most frequently preceding student creative behaviors (R^). 
According to the results of this study, the above-mentioned 
teacher behaviors might be regarded as interesting variables 
to consider for future studies. 
Both the I/D ratios and the dominant teaching patterns 
characterized teacher behaviors of technique classes as 
direct. These patterns were shown to have a strong ten­
dency toward teacher domination (I 4  - P 3  -  r^) .  
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The dominant teaching patterns of choreography classes 
showed behaviors that encouraged student participation ( R 3 ) .  
Since an indirect teacher behavior was defined as one which 
encourages students' initiative, the substantial number of 
creative student behaviors (R3) showed in the dominant 
teaching patterns is indicative of indirectness. An I5 - R3 
pattern tends to contradict Joyce's operational definition 
of the subcategory "teacher delivers conclusions or opinions" 
as a structuring or direct behavior. 
In explaining this phenomenon, it is interesting to 
note that in the context of choreography classes, "teacher 
communication of conclusions or opinions" (I5) might have 
served other functions than that of structuring by providing 
fluid information. A major portion of teacher behaviors 
of the category were comments or critiques immediately fol­
lowing student creative responses. In other words, the 
R3 - I5 pattern showed that they may often have served as 
feedback. According to Fishman (1978) feedback can be eva­
luative, descriptive, comparative, prescriptive and affective. 
Therefore, it could be assumed that in choreography classes 
"teacher presentation of conclusions or opinions often was 
descriptive or comparative feedback. The fluidity or 
personal nature of the teacher behavior of the I5 sub-
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category might have also served the function of provoking 
or at least encouraging students' comments or reactions. 
The four categories of behaviors Bellack (1966) iden­
tified as basic components of the classroom communication 
process (structuring, solliciting, responding and reacting), 
offer support for that contention. About reacting, Bellack 
(1966) pointed out that any type of behavior can provide 
opportunities for reactions on the student's part as well 
as on the teachers, although such behaviors do not necessa­
rily elicit a reaction. Considering that the role of the 
dance teacher, particularly in choreography classes, was 
defined as one of inspirer (Lippincott, 1970; Lockhart 
& Pease, 1973; Moore, 1974; Ririe, 1969; Lewitsky cited 
by Moore, 19 74), it might be interesting to refer to that 
phenomenon as "choreographic inspiration". In such cases 
the 15 subcategory would not tend to structure but rather 
to encourage or to provoke students' initiative culminating 
in creative production. 
The results of the characterization of dominant 
teaching patterns tend to confirm the need to account for 
both teachers' and students' behaviors in classifying 
teacher behaviors as direct or indirect. While both types 
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of ratios, I/D and pupil initiative, can be taken as indi­
cation of directness or indirectness, the dominant teach­
ing patterns which show teacher-student interaction, provide 
more complete and more accurate information. 
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CHAPTER V 
CRITIQUE OF THE LORD ADAPTATION OF JOYCE'S 
SYSTEM - LAJS 
A secondary purpose of this research was to evaluate 
the potential of the investigator's adaptation of Joyce's 
system of teacher behaviors analysis for further use in 
the study of dance classes. The addition of this project 
was motivated by the inve&tigator's belief that an accurate 
evaluation of the appropriateness of any instrument can 
only be made after the latter has been used in the field. 
Although, the LAJS featured the characteristics which were 
considered essential for an accurate description of dance 
classes, the investigator believed that a more accurate 
evaluation of the tool's possibilities and limitations 
could be gained through its use in the present study. The 
purpose of this chapter is to provide an "after use" critique 
of the potential of the system for further study of dance 
classes. 
The framework developed by Herbert and Attridge (1975) 
for judging the appropriateness of an instrument of systematic 
observation for practical purposes was used as a basis for 
the critique. The framework includes 33 criteria identified 
and sorted into three main categories: identification, va­
lidity, and practicality criteria. These categories of 
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criteria served as bases for the formulation of three ques­
tions asked of the system. The answer to each question 
was formulated according to the way in which the system 
met the most pertinent criteria proposed by the authors 
for evaluating the identification, validity and practicality 
of a tool of systematic observation. The critique will thus 
include three parts corresponding to the three basic ques­
tions . 
Question One 
Is the instrument identified clearly enough to enable 
the potential user to consider it appropriate for the des­
cription of dance classes? 
According to Herbert and Attridge (1975), the infor­
mation provided for the identification aspect can be con­
sidered appropriate if it facilitates a quick and accurate 
screening and selection of an observation technique. Iden­
tifying information is primarily related to the title of 
the instrument, the statement of its purpose, the presen­
tation of its basic rationale and the identification of 
its focus. 
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The purpose of the instrument was identified as describing 
the teacher's manipulation of the content, teaching stra­
tegies, and climate components of the learning environment 
as he/she verbally and nonverbally interact with students. 
This specifies the focus of observation to be on the teacher 
and the students as well as on the verbal and nonverbal di-
mentions of the communication taking place. The rationale 
underlying Joyce's instrument is made clear. However, when 
referred to as "The Lord Adaptation of the Joyce System 
of teacher Behavior Analysis", the title given to the ins­
trument used in this study may mislead the reader by sug­
gesting a focus on the teacher only. Therefore, the title 
does not provide information regarding the nature of the 
modifications made in the original system. 
Identifying information provided for the system can 
thus be considered appropriate except for the title. A 
modification of the title so that it clearly represents 
what the system does would be desirable and could be for­
mulated as follows: "The Lord Adaptation of Joyce System 
to Systematically Describe Teacher and Student Verbal and 
Nonverbal Interaction in Movement Classes". 
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Question Two 
Does the instrument accurately and consistently 
represent the events it claims to describe, that is, the 
teacher's manipulation of the content, teaching strategies, 
and climate components of the learning environment as he/ 
she verbally and nonverbally interacts with students? 
The problem of judging the accuracy with which an 
observational tool represents the observed event is, for 
Herbert and Attridge (1975) , related to different aspects 
of the instrument. Accuracy pertains to the observability 
of behaviors, to the objectivity of the instrument and the 
related problem of inference, to context and observer effect, 
to the representativeness of the categories constituting 
the system, to the determination and reporting of relia­
bility and validation procedures. 
Pertinent information regarding the objectivity of 
the instrument and the related problem of inference as well 
as the determination and reporting of reliability procedures 
was previously described. The satisfactory degree of objec­
tivity and reliability achieved and reported in this section 
was taken as an indication of appropriateness of the LAJS 
on these specific aspects. Information pertaining to the 
control of the Hawthorne effect is referred to in the above 
section entitled "The Overall Recording Strategy", found in 
Chapter III. 
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The term "observability of behaviors" refers to the 
degree to which those behaviors included in the instrument 
are capable of being perceived by any trained observer 
(Herbert and Attridge, 1975). The fact that the instrument 
was used with a satisfactory degree of objectivity and relia­
bility was considered an indication that indeed the behaviors 
comprising the instrument were perceivable. However, it 
seems necessary to specify that due to the increased com­
plexity of the adapted version of the system, an audio­
visual recording of the teaching performances under in­
vestigation is essential. An accurate perception of those 
behaviors is improbable in the immediacy of the live situa­
tion. The taping technique employed in this study was con­
sidered satisfactory for the visual part of the investi­
gation, but less satisfactory for the audio part. The use 
of one multidimensional microphone was at times inadequate 
for a clear recording of dyadic student-teacher conversations 
when they were rendered in a normal tone of voice. Although 
few in number, such situations occurred in the choreography 
classes. The combined use of a suspended multidimensional 
microphone and a wireless microphone worn by the teacher 
would appear as an alternative recording technique, the 
implementation of which could be considered in further 
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studies. The teacher's communication to the whole class, 
as well as to individual students, might be more perfectly 
recorded. 
The term "context" refers to the physical, social and 
behavioral, temporal, and other surroundings in which the 
act or event under observation takes place. According 
to Herbert and Attridge (1975), to account for context 
may, at times, be necessary for valid coding of teacher 
behaviors. They emphasized that, "to ignore context may 
well leave a study open to criticism about the adequacy 
of the judgment about the events taking place. When is 
a grimace a smile and when an expression of pain?" (p. 13). 
Nevertheless, they also point out that the consideration 
of context is likely to increase the amount of subjectivity 
brought into coding and consequently reduce both relia­
bility and validity of the observation. For Herbert and 
Attridge, the problem of context must be recognized, and 
the degree and kind of context brought to bear on the ins­
trument must be explicated. 
The LAJS was developed to account for the contextual 
aspects of students' reaction and nonverbal dimensions of 
the teacher behaviors. Since teacher behaviors are usually 
related to what is occurring in the setting as a whole, 
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these additions were believed to contribute to a more valid 
coding of the teacher behaviors. The satisfactory coef­
ficients of objectivity and reliability achieved for the 
system were considered indicative that contextual elements 
was appropriately controlled. However, the objectivity 
coefficient of .81 was taken as an indication that the addi­
tion of more contextual elements might endanger the objec­
tivity of the system. 
The term "representativeness" pertains to how the 
items of the instrument represent, in quantity and kind, the 
behaviors which constitute the universe under study (Herbert 
and Attridge, 197 5) . With regard to the study of the dance 
teacher's manipulation of the learning environment, the re­
presentativeness of the items comprising the instrument was 
judged to be limited. Defined in terms of four categories 
of teacher behaviors — namely, those of sanction, procedure, 
information and maintenance — divided into 17 subcategories, 
the items allowed quite detailed descriptions of the teacher's 
manipulation of the content (information category), strategies 
(procedure category) and climate (sanction category) compo­
nents of the learning environment. These items taken to be 
indicative of structured or reflective, supportive or defen­
sive environments. Due to the detailed description they 
provided, the items comprising the information, procedure, 
and sanction categories were particularly interesting. 
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However, they showed indications of possible limitations 
in fully reflecting the teacher's manipulation of the content. 
With regard to the definition of the direct-indirect dicho­
tomy of the information category, some indications were given 
of a possibility, in the choreography setting, that the I5 
subcategory (delivers personal conclusions or opinions) did 
not necessarily radiate a structured learning environment. 
In further research, special care would need to be given 
to "teacher delivers personal conclusions or opinions" (15) 
in referring to it as direct or indirect. The relatively 
small number of frequencies recorded for the subcategories 
defined as reflective or indirect was taken as an indication 
of a possibility of limited representativeness of these two 
types of behaviors to fully account for the teacher's hand­
ling of content in creating a reflective environment. 
The representativeness of the nonverbal categories, 
especially the information category, was considered adequate 
but lacking in specificity. The nonverbal items did not ac­
count for the specificity of the dance teacher's nonverbal 
competency. The definition of the nonverbal category as 
serving or facilitating the function of the verbal equivalent 
requires that different nonverbal behaviors, such as writing 
on the blackboard and demonstrating a dance exercise, be 
coded in the same way. Considering the degree of nonverbal 
competency that many nonverbal behaviors imply, in the case 
145 
of dance classes, it might be desirable to further investi­
gate the possibilities of qualifying and differentiating 
those teacher behaviors implying a nonverbal competency in 
dance from those that do not. Because of the high com­
plexity such a differentiation would involve, a more detailed 
study of the nonverbal teacher behaviors in dance would re­
quire the development of instruments focused on that aspect 
only. The analysis and description of the nonverbal activi­
ties unique to the dance teacher appears as a significant 
avenue for further research. 
The representativeness of the "sanction" items appeared 
weaker for the climate component of the learning environment. 
This judgment derives from two main observations. First, 
it seemed that of all teacher behaviors affecting the climate 
of dance classes, the sanctions did not necessarily affect 
it more than the other types of behaviors. In addition to 
sanctions, dance educators have recognized the "amount of 
structure" (Koch & Shriner, 1969; Hawkins, 1964), the fostering of 
concentration (Chaplin, 1976; North, 1971; Ririe, 1969), 
the aesthetic quality of the environment (Teacher number one, 
Appendix C) and many other factors as influencing the climate. 
In considering only the sanction category, a fragmented pic­
ture of the climate is provided. Moreover, the setting of 
a ground rule limiting the sanction category to the teacher 
behaviors that have an explicit sanctioning statement or 
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connotation was necessary to maintain an acceptable degree 
of objectivity among the coders. The application of this 
ground rule lowered the number of possible recordings for 
the sanction category. The identified limitations would be 
important to consider in the designing of studies focused 
on the climate of dance classes if the LAJS were to be used. 
Another and final weakness regarding the representati­
veness of the instrument items had to do with the recording 
of the sequence of the teaching events. The tabulation of 
the recorded teacher behaviors became successive once they 
were entered into the matrix. This was perceived as a 
limitation in the technique setting where combinations of 
behaviors such as ̂ 4) P3 (verbal and nonverbal information 
on a dance exercise while the teacher is accompanying) or 
(P3)i4 (nonverbal information regarding a dance exercise 
while the teacher is providing a verbal and nonverbal accom­
paniment) were frequently recorded as sequential rather than 
simultaneous. Further exploration of this phenomenon and 
the eventual development of a means of tabulating which 
would allow the investigator to maintain an accurate re­
presentation of the behavioral sequence would be more desir­
able . 
The items which comprised the system were exhaustive 
of the dance teacher behaviors. In the choreography, as well 
as in the technique classes, all behaviors could be classified 
under one of the 22 items. 
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Question Three 
Is the instrument easy to use and are the results 
easily disseminated? 
The ease of implementation is for Herbert and Attridge 
(1975) related to the codes identifying categories, the qua­
lifications of the observers, the training procedures for 
observers, and the description of procedures for analyzing 
data. As suggested in Chapters III and IV, the potential 
user of the system will find appropriate information regard­
ing the training procedures for observers as well as infor­
mation regarding the procedures of data analysis, and the 
dissemination of results. 
The use of the instrument does not require special 
qualifications for observers, although as previously men­
tioned, competency in dance, time available, and interest 
for the analysis of dance teacher behaviors are essential 
qualifications for potential observers. Many dance teachers 
can be expected to adequately meet these criteria. 
With regard to the codes identifying categories, the 
use of the proposed coding symbols revealed the latter to 
be simple, easy to remember, and convenient to record. 
However, ambiguities occurred at times regarding the sym­
bols referring to the verbal and nonverbal dimensions of the 
procedure (P, p) and Maintenance M, m) categories. That is, 
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in hurried coding, a capital P and a small p are easily 
confused. To overcome these ambiguities in further use of 
the system, the use of a capital letter accompanied by a 
one digit number for the verbal subcategories (ex.: P3) 
is recommended. The use of a capital letter with the 
teen number for the nonverbal subcategories (ex.: P13) is 
suggested. As a whole the system was considered easy to 
use and the results were easily disseminated. 
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CHAPTER VI 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
Among the trends which have emerged in the field of 
education in the last two decades, the analytical-descrip­
tive approach to research on teaching represents an im­
portant one. Influenced and supported by that trend, the 
present study grew out of_a recognition of the paucity of 
analytical-descriptive information regarding the dance 
teaching process. It was a basic premise of this study, 
that through a systematic observation of dance classes, a 
further understanding of the dance teaching process could 
be gained and that eventually its efficiency could be im­
proved. As an ititial investigation into the systematic 
description of dance classes, this study was further de­
signed to identify basic characteristics of the dance 
teaching process. Moreover, it was hoped that such infor­
mation, in turn, might be regarded as groundwork for 
further descriptive studies in dance, particularly in that 
the research gathered here provides a potential instrument 
for use in the systematic observation system as an instruc­
tional tool. 
The purpose of this study was to characterize dance 
teacher behaviors as observed in two choreography and two 
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technique classes at the university level. The charac­
terization was made in terms of the proportion of verbal 
and nonverbal behaviors used by the teachers, their direct­
ness or indirectness of approach, their strategic flexi­
bility, and their dominant teaching patterns. It was as­
sumed that two classes of both choreography and technique 
were sufficient to provide significant information, given 
the limits of this case study. 
Selected literature from two areas was reviewed. 
The first area dealt with recent developments in research 
on teaching. More particularly, it dealt with the theo­
retical context of current research on teaching, with 
discussions of observational systems used in the descrip­
tive analysis of teacher behaviors; finally, it dealt 
with observational studies conducted in movement settings. 
This part of the review of literature was intended to pro­
vide a theoretical basis and substantive background for 
the procedures, methods, and analyses of data used in 
this study. 
The second area focused on dance literature. It 
gathered supportive material regarding the appropriate­
ness of Joyce's category system for use in the analysis 
of dance classes. This part of the review of literature 
included three parts corresponding to the three frames 
of reference used as a base for defining the constituent 
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categories of the system. These are the frames of 
reference for content, for teaching strategies, and 
for climate. 
Prior to data collection, some procedures related 
to instrumentation were carried out. The LAJS was modi­
fied to account for the nonverbal and verbal communica­
tions as well as the teacher-student interactions taking 
place in dance classes. Subsequently, a 40-hour training 
program using the modified system was planned and carried 
out by two coders. The investigator's adaptation was then 
tested by estimating the objectivity and reliability of 
the coders' recording. Based on the principle of matrix 
cell loading, the reliability and objectivity of the coders 
was estimated using Spearman's Rho (rank order correlation). 
Satisfactory standards of objectivity and reliability were 
met. 
Data were collected for the study in the form of 20 
audio-video recordings of technique and choreography clas­
ses. It was assumed that five 30-minute samples alter­
nately taken at the beginning, the middle, and the end of 
five different class periods were sufficient to provide 
a representation of the teacher behaviors in that setting. 
The schedule of the recording sessions was designed so 
that teaching samples could be recorded during the intro­
ductory, core, and end parts of the semester. The tape 
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recordings of the lessons were then coded by the two 
trained coders. The recorded observations were subse­
quently tabulated by computer into 50 x 50 matrices. For 
each of the choreography and technique classes, three 
matrices were built. They corresponded to a master 
matrix inclusive of the combined data of the two teachers, 
to a matrix for teacher one and another for teacher two. 
The data provided by the master matrices served as a basis 
for the characterization of the dance teacher behaviors in 
each type of class. 
In the process of analyzing the data, different as­
pects of the master matrices were used for each charac­
terization. The analyses of the data provided by the 
master matrices of the choreography and technique classes 
were done separately. The characterization in terms of 
the proportion of verbal and nonverbal behaviors relied on 
the analysis of the verbal, nonverbal and total dimensions 
of teacher's categories. The characterization in terms 
of directness and indirectness of approach relied on 
the analysis of I/D ratios calculated for the procedure 
and information category while that of instructional 
flexibility relied on the analysis of reflective struc­
tured strategy ratios calculated for the same categories. 
The characterization in terms of dominant teaching pat­
terns relied on the analysis of five patterns emerging 
153 
from the five top cells of the master matrix. Follow­
ing the investigator's use of the system as adapted from 
Joyce, a critique based on the model of Herbert and At-
tridge was carried out to evaluate its potential for 
use in future studies. 
Conclusions 
Within the limitations of this study, several con­
clusions were drawn: 
1. Characterization of the teaching process: 
a) In terms of the proportion of verbal and non­
verbal behaviors, the teacher behaviors observed in 
the choreography classes are 2.53 times more verbal 
than nonverbal. The most frequent nonverbal commu­
nications are associated with teacher behaviors deal­
ing with the handling of the instructional content 
(information). The most frequent verbal communica­
tions are associated with behaviors dealing with sanc­
tions . 
b) In terms of the proportion of verbal and nonverbal 
behaviors, the teacher behaviors observed in the 
technique classes are 1.17 times more verbal than non­
verbal . The most frequent nonverbal behaviors are 
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associated with the handling of the instructional 
content (information) and with the organization of 
the learning environment (procedure). The most 
frequent verbal communications are associated with 
those dealing with sanctions. 
2. a) In terms of directness and indirectness of 
teaching approach, the teacher behaviors observed 
in the choreography classes were characterized as 
moderately direct when dealing with the organiza­
tion of the learning environment (procedure), and 
indirect when dealing with the handling of instruc­
tional content (information). Although the analysis 
of the I/D ratio of the information category revealed 
that more than half of the teacher behaviors were 
indicative of a direct instructional approach, the 
dominant teaching patterns tended to confuse the 
interpretation of the finding. Indeed, they were, 
in that setting, characterized as being student do­
minated. According to Flanders (1965) and Joyce and 
Harootunian (19 67), indirect teacher behaviors would 
be those who.tend to encourage students' initiative 
and/or productive thinking. The higher frequency 
of unpredictable student behaviors as an element 
of the dominant teaching pattern would tend to indi­
cate that an indirect approach had occurred. 
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b) In terms of directness and indirectness of 
teaching approach, the teacher behaviors observed in 
the technique classes were characterized as very 
direct when dealing with both technique content and 
organization of the learning environment. The di­
rectness of the teacher behaviors of the information 
category was confirmed by the dominant teaching pat­
tern of that setting. Teacher behaviors of the latter 
category were shown ±o be more direct than those 
related to the organization of the learning environ­
ment (procedure). 
3. a) In terms of the flexibility of instructional ap­
proach, the teacher behaviors observed in the choreo­
graphy classes were characterized as inflexible when 
dealing with the handling of information. They were 
characterized as having a tendency toward flexibility 
when dealing with the organization of the learning 
environment. 
b) In terms of the flexibility of instructional ap­
proach, the teacher behaviors observed in the tech­
nique classes were characterized as inflexible when 
dealing with both the handling of the instructional 
content and the organization of the learning environ­
ment . 
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4. a) With regard to dominant patterns, the teacher 
behaviors observed in the choreography classes were 
characterized as: (a) most frequently evoking un­
predictable student behaviors through the communi­
cation of the teacher's conclusions or opinions; 
(b) most frequently providing feedback in the form 
of the teacher's conclusions or opinions; and (c) 
dominated by unpredictable student behaviors. 
b) In terms of dominant patterns, the teacher be­
haviors observed in the technique classes were charac­
terized as: (a) most frequently eliciting predict­
able student behaviors through imposing a plan or a 
procedure or delivering information; (b) most fre­
quently providing feedback in the form of information 
or imposition of plan or procedure; (c) dominating 
the interaction process. 
5. Evaluation of LAJS: 
Because of the limitations of the system in fully 
reflecting the teacher's manipulation of the content 
and climate components of the learning environment 
of dance classes, which in turn might affect the 
validity of data, the LAJS system of systematically 
describing teacher and student verbal and nonverbal 
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interaction in movement classes was judged to have a 
limited potential for further use in the description of 
dance classes. 
Implications 
Two implications of this study are (a) further use 
be made of LAJS to collect more data regarding specific 
aspects of teacher-student interaction in different 
types of dance classes; and (b) further refinements be 
made in the system. 
It is the hope of the investigator that the descrip­
tion and analysis of teaching behaviors included in the 
present study will provide a beginning "data bank" which 
describe the dance teaching process. 
Further investigation of the proportion of verbal 
and nonverbal behaviors involved in the teaching of dance 
appears to be a promising area for further research. In 
relation to this concern, a more refined analysis of the 
nonverbal dimension of teacher behavior is desirable. In 
addition, a distinction should be made between behaviors 
implying a nonverbal competency in dance (an articulated 
body language) and those that do not. Such information 
appears necessary for gathering evidence regarding the 
quantity of nonverbal behaviors unique to the dance 
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teacher. More precise implications regarding dance 
teacher preparation might be formulated from such empi­
rical bases. 
The study of dominant teaching patterns suggests 
another promising area for further research. The study 
of teacher behaviors in relation to those of students 
provided a more complete and probably more accurate des­
cription of the occurring teaching process. Dominant 
teaching patterns were shown to have the capacity to 
reflect similarities and differences between teaching pro­
cesses used in different types of dance classes (choreo­
graphy and technique) and with different types of indi­
viduals. They showed evidence, too, of an interesting 
potential for more certain identification of valid varia­
bles proper to choreography and technique classes. 
Directness or indirectness of teaching approach and 
instructional flexibility should be regarded as less pro­
mising vantage points for further studies. Several ob­
servations support that contention. First, some evidence 
tended to support the belief that Joyce's operational de­
finition of the direct/indirect or reflective/structured 
dichotomy of the information category may not be appli­
cable to dance classes. "Teacher communication of 
conclusions or opinions" (I5) which Joyce and Harootunian (1967) 
defined as a direct behavior tended to be shown as an indirect one 
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in the context of choreography classes. Second, in the 
light of the information provided by the dominant teach­
ing patterns, it appears hazardous to judge the directness/ 
indirectness or flexibility of teacher behaviors indepen­
dent of the consideration of student behaviors. On that 
aspect, the study of dominant teaching patterns was re­
vealed to be more encompassing and informative of the 
teaching methodology than the mere consideration of I/D 
or reflective/structured. 
Finally, because of limitations perceived regarding 
the representativeness of the sanction category as a 
frame of reference for climate, sanction should be re­
garded as a less promising area for further use of the 
investigator's adaptation of Joyce's model of teacher be­
haviors analysis. 
No generalization regarding choreography and tech­
nique teachers' behaviors can be made on the basis of ob­
servations gathered solely from two teachers working at 
the university level. 
In order for the potential data from further use of 
the LAJS in movement classes to be useful to those in­
volved in dance teacher preparation, it is suggested that 
future studies include a wider sampling of teachers at 
different educational settings. It should include teachers 
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who are working with all levels of students as well as 
differentiate among programs oriented toward general dance 
education, professional preparation of dance educators, 
and professional preparation of dancers. Considering 
the specificity of the choreography and technique teaching 
processes, future investigations should be conducted for 
specific settings, namely those of technique, improvisation 
and choreography classes. 
Finally, considering the time and energy needed to 
carry out further research, the investigator of this 
study considers the following two suggestions to be ap­
propriate: (a) future investigators should give more at­
tention to possibilities of team work rather than individual 
work in this area; (b) as suggested by Furst and Rosenshine 
(1973), they might consider examining possibilities for 
the development of a central data bank focused on the dance 
teaching process. The implementation of these two research 
practices and services might contribute to a more rapid 
gathering of descriptive data which in turn might contri­
bute to more controlled testing of the efficiency of dance 
teachers' specific behaviors. 
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Lord's Adaptation of Joyce's System 
of Teacher Behaviors Analysis 
The Application of Sanction 
A communication should be classified as a sanction 
if, in the judgment of the observer, it is likely to have 
a rewarding or punishing effect on one or more students. 
The basis for classification is the intended effect of the 
communication. If one infers that the teacher is attempt­
ing to reward or punish, that is sufficient. The communi­
cation does not have to be judged to have a rewarding or 
punishing effect, for we are looking at the teacher's be­
haviors, not the child's (Joyce & Harootunian, 1967, p. 231). 
Symbol for Verbal Nonverbal 
coding sanction subcategory sanction subcategory 
S^: Verbal Sanctioning search Sanctioning search be-
behaviors haviors 
S]_. Nonverbal rewards or Any physical motions 
•Q V  1 punishes the student' s serving the function of 
er a , , attempts to do (or sanctioning, exhibited 
V\ r* 4- 4- \ V 4- 1 TTrt •! M v* ̂  1 «•* 4- 4 A w ^ y - \  > " >  4 »  I  n not to do) creative in relation to student's 
and/or productive attempts to do or not to 
thinking (to solve a do creative and/or pro-
problem, to evaluate ductive thinking. These 
information, opinion motions can be mainly 
or reasoning, to ex- supportive or disappro-
press himself in lit- ving. 
erature, art or opi- ^ 
nion, or to suggest a 
way for organizing an 
activity, etc.). The j 
seeking, not the find-( 
ing is being sanctioned 
Ex.: Supportive motions 
(s+): claps hands; pats 
shoulders; places hands 
on head of student, wrings 
student's hands, ... 
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Symbol for 
coding 
Verbal 
sanction subcategory 
Nonverbal 
sanction subcategory 
Ex.: Interesting, that 
is different from all 
that you have done 
so far (Si+) 
-you have not been 
searching very hard 
(Si~) 
-that sure would be 
worth trying (S^"*") . 
Disapproving motions (s~) : 
drops head, throws head 
back in derisive laughter, 
hits, pushes away, pinches, 
grapples with, drops hands 
in disgust, bangs table, 
throws things down, etc. 
&2" 
<b) 
Verbal 
Nonverbal 
Verbal & 
Nonverbal 
Sanctioning group re­
lations 
Teacher rewards or 
punishes the student's 
relation with others 
in the dance studio. 
His attempts to im­
prove group relations 
or failure to do so. 
Ex.: Remind people 
that you are not the 
only one in the stu­
dio (S2~)• 
Ex.: To a group: 
Everything seems to 
be working just fine 
here (S2"1") • 
Sanctioning group rela­
tions 
Any physical motions serv­
ing the function of sanc­
tioning, exhibited in re­
lation to student's 
relations with others in 
the dance studio. These 
motions can be mainly sup­
portive or disapproving. 
Ex.: Supportive motions: 
see subcategory si. 
Disapproving motions: 
see subcategory s^. 
s3: 
s3 : 
& 
Verbal 
Nonverbal 
Verbal & 
Nonverbal 
Sanctioning attain­
ment 
Teacher rewards or 
punishes the student's 
ability to perform or 
not to perform a skill 
correctly or to state 
or not to state cor­
rect information and/ 
or concept. The stu­
dent has presumably 
learned something 
(+) or failed to do 
so (-) . 
Sanctioning attainment 
Any physical motions 
serving the function of 
sanctioning, exhibited 
in relation to the stu­
dent's activity to per­
form or not to perform a 
skill correctly or to 
state or not to state cor­
rect information and/or 
concept. The motions can 
be mainly supportive or 
disapproving. 
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Symbol for Verbal Nonverbal 
coding sanction subcategory sanction subcategory 
Ex.: This is correct 
here (S3+) 
-you see you can do 
it (S3 + ) 
-exactly (S3+); 
yes (S3+) 
-no that certainly 
is not a cabriole 
(S3-) 
-no (S3~); wrong 
(S3-); not quite 
(S3"). 
Ex.: Supportive motions: 
see subcategory s]_. 
Disapproving motions: 
see subcategory s^. 
S4: Verbal 
S 4 :  
Sanctioning the abi­
lity to obey direc-
Nonverbal tions or rules 
S4: Verbal & Teacher rewards or 
' Nonverbal Puni?hesK̂ ® st"' dent's ability to 
conform to procedures 
and rules. The di­
rections or rules 
may have been formu­
lated either by the 
student or by the 
teacher. The stan­
dards may or may not 
have been stated be­
fore the sanction is 
applied. 
Ex.: you are late 
Sally (S4~) 
-you see how easily it 
works when each row 
starts on one (84 + ). 
Sanctioning the ability 
to obey directions or 
rules 
Any physical motions serv­
ing the function of sanc­
tioning, exhibited in re­
lation to the student's 
ability to conform to 
procedures and rules. 
Ex.: Supportive motions: 
see subcategory S]_. 
Disapproving motions: 
see subcategory s-^. 
S5: Verbal Offering general sup- Offering general support 
XT , , Port" Any physical motions serv-Sr: Nonverbal . 1 1,-* _ .. _ 5 Teacher approves, ap- mg the function of sanc-
S V Verbal & predates or encou- tioning exhibited in 
Nonverbal ra9es tlie whole class's relation to the approval, 
general behaviors. appreciation or encourage­
ment of the class as whole. 
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Symbol for Verbal Nonverbal 
coding sanction subcategory sanction subcategory 
Ex.: That was an ex­
cellent class today 
(S5+) 
-it is so nice to 
work with you all 
(S 5  + )  .  
These motions can be 
mainly supportive. 
Ex.: Supportive motions: 
see sub-category s-^. 
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The development of Procedures 
A communication should be classified as procedural 
whenever the teacher is trying to arrange or organize the 
students, develop rules for procedure, make plans, or deter­
mine standards or goals. The procedures or standards may 
apply to work tasks or to play activitives. Sometimes the 
plans are long term, but sometimes they are short term, 
simple, and uncomplicated (Joyce & Harootunian, 1967, p. 
234) . 
Symbol for 
coding 
Verbal 
procedure subcategory 
Nonverbal 
procedure subcategory 
P^: Verbal Helps students to de­
termine a standard of 
p^ Nonverbal performance 
vo-rhai r Teacher invites stu-
Nonverbal *enVs inPut jn . 
decisions on how their 
progress or perform­
ance should be ap­
praised. At best he 
gets students to de­
cide for themselves 
whether their work is 
progressing well. 
Ex.: What major qual­
ities do you think 
your next dance should 
have (P^) 
-are you satisfied with 
that or do you think 
you should be able to 
do it without losing 
your balance (P^) 
-set for yourself how 
well you want to per­
form that phrase 
(Pi) . 
Helps students to de­
termine a standard of 
performance 
Any physical motion serv­
ing the function of help­
ing students to determine 
a standard of performance 
(see verbal subcategory). 
These motions can be 
mainly soliciting but 
they can also be provid­
ing activity. 
Ex.: Soliciting motions: 
places hands in air, waves 
fingers to and fro antici­
pating answer; stares, 
awaiting answer, scratches 
head; cups hands to ear, 
stands still half turned 
toward person. 
Ex.: Providing/acting 
motions: gesticulates, em­
phasizes, illustrates, draws, 
writes, demonstrates and/or 
role plays. 
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Symbol for 
coding 
Verbal 
procedure subcategory 
Nonverbal 
procedure subcategory 
2" 
p2: 
f2= Verbal & 
Nonverbal 
Verbal Helps students to de­
velop a plan or a 
Nonverbal procedure 
Teacher invites stu­
dent 's input in the 
decisions related to 
selection of content, 
plan of action and/or 
procedure. The stu­
dent's desires are 
taken into account in 
determining some study 
topic or some group ar­
rangement. They share 
responsibilities. 
Ex.: Do you want to 
repeat this exercise 
again (P2) 
-in what order to you 
want to present your 
dances (P2) 
-find a space anywhere 
in the studio (P2) 
-find a partner (P2)• 
Helps students to de­
velop a plan or a 
procedure 
Any physical motions 
serving the function of 
helping students to 
develop a plan or a pro­
cedure (see verbal sub­
category) . These motions 
can be mainly soliciting 
but they can also be con­
ducting and/or providing/ 
acting. 
Ex.: Soliciting motions: 
see subcategory P]_. 
Ex.: Providing/acting 
motions: see subcategory P]_. 
Ex.: Conducting motions: 
points fingers or head in 
a direction; shows an area 
of the dance studio... 
*3* 
P3: 
(Pj -
Nonverbal  
Verbal & 
Verbal Imposing a plan or a 
procedure 
Whether pleasantly and 
tactfully or sternly 
Nonverbal and Peremptorily, the 
teacher gives firm di­
rections, sets the 
lines of study, esta­
blishes a routine or 
arranges students for 
an activity. 
Ex.: Commands related 
to the execution of 
movement: preparation 
( P 3 )  ; ready'. ( P 3 )  ;  
counts 1-2-3-4 while 
students execute an 
exercise ( P 3 )  
Imposing a plan or a 
procedure 
Any physical motion serv­
ing the function of im­
posing a plan or a pro­
cedure. These motions 
can be mainly conducting 
but can also be providing/ 
acting. 
Ex.: Conducting motions: 
points fingers or head, 
shows hands as stop signal, 
gives sign to repeat, 
pushes a child in a given 
direction, holds tempo 
with gesture, gives an ac­
companiment. 
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Symbol for Verbal Nonverbal 
coding procedure subcategory procedure subcategory 
-start on each set of Ex.: Acting/Providing 
8's ( P 3 )  motions; see subcate-
-I give you five mi- gory P]_. 
nutes to work on that 
( P 3 )  
-whose turn is it now, 
Sharon ( P 3 ) .  
P 4  :  
Verbal 
Nonverbal 
Verbal & 
Nonverbal 
Imposing a standard 
of performance 
The teacher decides 
and states how the per­
formance of students 
will be evaluated or 
improved, or he adopts 
some scale of measure­
ment found in a test­
ing manual or a guide 
book. 
Ex.: I expect your 
dance to be 3 minutes 
long and something new 
for you ( P 4 )  
-I don't care if you 
miss one count, I 
want you to dance it 
( P 4 )  
-I don't care about 
the height of your 
battement, I want you 
to control it ( P 4 ) .  
Imposing a standard 
of performance 
Any physical motions 
•serving the function of 
imposing a standard of 
performance (see verbal 
subcategory). These 
motions can be mainly 
providing/acting. 
Ex.: Providing/acting 
motions: see subcate­
gory P1. 
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Handling of Information 
A communication should be classified as informational 
whenever the teacher is presenting facts or ideas or de­
monstrating or explaining some skill, or whenever he is 
inducing the students to give information, collect facts, 
develop ideas or practice some skill (Joyce & Harootunian, 
1967, p. 235). 
Symbol for 
coding 
Verbal Nonverbal 
information subcategory information subcategory 
Verbal 
Nonverbal 
Helps students to theo-
tize 
Teacher invites stu-
. dents to assume the 
Nonverbal responsibility of the Nonverbal thinking in the class 
(to collect data, raise 
hypotheses, make infer­
ences, evaluate infor­
mation, define or ad­
vance problem, justify 
his opinion or creation) 
The study involved may 
range from pursuing an 
explanation of a scien­
tific event to apprais­
ing the qualities of a 
choreography. Very 
often the students are 
asked to defend or jus­
tify a position or a 
judgment. 
Ex.: Why do you think 
that dance works (Ii) 
-take three dancers and 
see how you can mani­
pulate them to project 
different dimensions of 
space (1^) 
Helps students to theo­
rize 
Any physical motion 
serving the function of 
helping students to theo­
rize (see verbal subcate­
gory) . These motions can 
be mainly soliciting but 
can also be providing/ 
acting and/or inducting. 
Ex.: Soliciting motions: 
'see subcategory pi. 
Ex.: Providing/acting 
motions: see subcategory 
Pi-
Ex.: Conducting motions: 
see subcategory P3. 
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Symbol for Verbal Nonverbal 
coding information subcategory information subcategory 
-why did you choose 
that music (1^) . 
2' 
- 2 *  
© 
Verbal Helps students towards 
self-expression 
Nonverbal T̂ e teacjier invites 
Verbal & students to express 
Nonverbal themselves creatively 
or originally in move­
ment or asks them some 
opinion on an issue for 
which there are no pre­
cise answers. No jus­
tification is expected. 
Ex.: Teacher presents 
a movement task which 
implies creative deci­
sion making for the 
student: 
-fill the last four 
counts anyway you 
want (12) 
-see if you can vary 
this movement without 
changing its shape 
(12) ; take these three 
movements and find 
different ways to put 
them into a phrase 
(I2) 
-how did you feel while 
you were dancing (I2) 
-any comments on Sue's 
dance (I2). 
Helps students towards 
self-expression 
Any physical motion 
serving the function of 
helping students toward 
self-expression (see 
verbal subcategory). 
These motions can be 
mainly soliciting but 
can also be providing/ 
acting and/or conducting. 
Ex.: Soliciting motions: 
see subcategory p]_. 
Ex.: Providing/acting 
motions: see subcategory 
PI-
Ex.: Conducting motions: 
see subcategory p3. 
I3: Verbal Questioning students Questioning students 
for precise answer for precise answer 
13. Nonverbal Teacjier j.nvites stu- Any physical motions 
S. verbal & dents to seek one pos- serving the function Nonverbal s;*-kle answer, one re- of questioning students 
quiring no analysis, for precise answer (see 
hypothesis, or justi- verbal subcategory). 
fication. The student These motions can be 
is merely asked to mainly soliciting but 
retrieve some memorized can also be providing/ 
fact or idea or to re- acting and/or conduct-
call some observation. ing. 
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Symbol for 
coding 
Verbal Nonverbal 
information subcategory information subcategory 
Ex.: What is the name 
of that movement (I3) 
-can anybody show me 
what a "tour en 
11 air" is (I3) 
-how can we stretch 
a limb (I3) . 
Ex.: Soliciting motions; 
see subcategory p]_. 
Ex.: Providing/acting 
motions: see subcategory 
P3-
I4: Verbal Delivering information Delivering information 
-4 
Nonverbal Teacher ?ives informa-
Verbal & 
Nonverbal 
tion or demonstrates or 
describes a skill. The 
kind of information he 
delivers comprises 
either data or relati­
vely stable theory or 
knowledge in Schwab's 
sense. The teacher can 
be reading stories, 
poems, or passages from 
a book or he can be 
lecturing, demonstra­
ting or showing a film 
or commenting on it. 
Ex.: Teacher describes 
and explains dance 
exercise (I4) 
-presents facts: Cun­
ningham believes that 
anything can follow 
anything (I4) 
-teacher repeats part 
of the exercise while 
the students are exe­
cuting (1^): extend 
your legs completely 
(I4) 
-teacher repeats a 
statement made by a 
student (I4). 
Any physical motions 
serving the function of 
delivering information 
(see verbal subcategory), 
These motions can be 
mainly providing/acting. 
Ex. Providing/acting 
motions: see subcategory 
Pi-
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Symbol for Verbal Nonverbal 
coding information subcategory information subcategory 
•5* 
& 
Verbal 
Nonverbal 
Verbal & 
Nonverbal 
Delivering conclusions 
or opinions 
Teacher delivers an o-
pinion or conclusion, 
explains a criterion 
or a measure of eva­
luation or defines an 
issue or a problem. 
Unlike the subcategory 
I4, this subcategory 
involves more fluid 
knowledges in Schwab's 
sense or even the 
teacher 1s personal 
judgment or point of 
view. The teacher is 
doing original think­
ing. 
Ex.: Teacher evaluates 
a student's dance, the 
work of the class on 
a specific task or for 
an entire lesson: 
-I feel that the im­
pulse was a very im­
portant part of the 
choreography (I5) ; you 
still need to work on 
that, you do not have 
enough strength yet 
(I5) 
-teacher gives an opi­
nion: if you were stu­
dying with X, you would 
be told to do it that 
way (I4), but I believe 
that this way is better 
for your level ( I r )  
-make synthesis: all this 
to show you that there 
are as many choreogra­
phic styles as there are 
choreographers (I5). 
Delivering conclusions 
or opinions 
Any physical motions 
serving the function of 
delivering information 
(see verbal subcategory), 
These motions can be 
mainly providing/acting. 
Ex.: Providing/acting 
motions: see subcategory 
Pi-
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The Maintenance of the Class as a Social System 
Because the teacher is an important member of a 
complex organization of people - namely, the shcool and 
his own classroom - many of his communications are ine­
vitably directed at and maintaining this organization. 
Thus, in this general category the teacher attends to 
routine relations with students, sometimes giving his 
own personal direction or comment, and sometimes merely 
transmitting directions or rules handed down to him from 
higher authorities in the school or school system (Joyce 
& Harootunian, 1967, p. 237). 
Symbol for 
coding 
Verbal Nonverbal 
maintenance subcategory maintenance subcategory 
M 1-
m 
• 1 *  
Verbal 
Nonverbal 
Verbal & 
Nonverbal 
Providing transition 
Teacher refrains from 
comments, kills time, 
recognizes student's 
contribution by merest 
approval. 
Ex.: mmm 
ah L 
yes. 
Providing transition 
Any physical motions 
serving the function of 
providing transition 
(see verbal subcategory) 
These motions can be 
mainly personal. 
Ex. Personal motions: 
plays with earrings, nods 
heads, scratches head, 
etc. 
M2: Verbal Making small talk 
m2; 
(M. 
Nonverbal Teacher discusses, 
makes observations or 
Verbal & aŝ s questions about 
.7 , *i topics that are per-Nonverbal c e , sonal in nature and 
not directly related 
to the business of the 
school, although 
the communication may 
Making small talk 
Any motion serving the 
function of making small 
talk (see subcategory). 
These motions can be 
mainly delivering/acting. 
Ex.: Delivering/acting 
motions; see subcategory 
Pi-
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Symbol for Verbal Nonverbal 
coding maintenance subcategory maintenance subcategory 
effect rapport with 
the students. 
Ex.: My, it's warm (M2) 
-when I was studying 
with Graham... (M2) 
-sorry, I don't feel 
very well today (M2) . 
M 3 :  
m3: 
( M -
Verbal Discussing routine 
, , Whether as an agent of Nonverbal ,. . , j • the school or dealing 
Verbal & h;i-s own classroom 
Nonverbal arrangement, the teacher 
is concerned with rou­
tine organizational 
matters not directly 
related to instruction. 
Ex.: There will be a 
master class tomorrow 
(M3) 
-to the accompanist: 
give me something 
stronger (M3) 
-would you open a win­
dow (M3) . 
Discussing routine 
Any motion serving the 
function of discussing 
routine (see verbal sub­
category) . These mo­
tions can be of any 
type: acting/providing, 
conducting, soliciting, 
etc. 
Ex.: Acting/providing 
motions: see subcategory 
Pi-
Ex.: Conducting motions; 
see subcategory p3. 
Ex.: Soliciting motions: 
see subcategory p^. 
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Student's Reactions 
Symbol for 
coding 
Verbal 
student category 
Nonverbal 
student category 
R^: Verbal Student's responses 
that is entirely pre-
Nonverbal dictable, such as 
obedience to order, 
Verbal & response not requir-
Nonverbal ing thinking beyond 
the comprehension 
plan or knowledge 
(after Bloom). 
Ex.: To the question: 
how do we stretch a 
limb? The student 
answers: by making an 
extension (Rj) 
-to the question: what 
quality does this mo­
vement have? The stu­
dent answers: percus­
sive (R-^) . 
Students move mecha­
nically to questions or 
directions, respond to 
any actions with minimal 
nervous activity, robot 
like. 
Ex.: The students exe­
cute the exercises as 
told (ri) 
-the students mark an 
exercise with the 
teacher (r^) 
-the students close the 
door according to the 
teacher's request (rj) 
-the students form four 
columns as asked (r^) . 
R2: Verbal 
2 '  
Predictable student 
responses requiring 
Nonverbal some measure of eva­
luation and synthesis 
Verbal & from the student, but 
Nonverbal must remain within 
the province of pre­
dictability. The 
initial behavior was 
in response to teacher 
initiation. 
Ex.: To the question: 
what is wrong in Ann's 
plie? The student ans­
wers: she lets her pel­
vis go backward as she 
goes down (R2(-
Students add movement 
to those given or ex­
pected, try to show 
some arrangement requir­
ing additional thinking 
(idea of executing a 
task in his/her personal 
way) . 
Ex.: The students re­
arrange a movement phrase 
-the students vary a mo­
vement according to a 
structure given. 
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Symbol for 
coding 
Verbal 
student category 
Nonverbal 
student category 
r3: 
Verbal Unpredictable student 
behaviors that is 
Nonverbal purely the result of 
their own initiative 
Verbal & and that could not be 
Nonverbal predicted. 
Ex.: Would you please 
do that again, I 
didn't have time to 
see (R3) 
-student comments on 
a dance (R3) . 
Student puts hands up 
to ask questions, gets 
up and walks around 
without provocation; 
begins creative move­
ment, makes up own 
dances, makes up own 
movements, shows ini­
tiative in supportive 
movement, etc. 
Other Categories 
10 confusion: 
20 silence: 
chaos, disorder, noise, much 
noise. . . 
children sitting doing nothing, 
noiselessly awaiting teacher... 
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Instructions for Coding 
1. The basic unit of analysis is three seconds. One tally 
is recorded every three seconds, or less in case of 
shorter communication. 
(The sound of a metronome set at one second intervals 
has been found very helpful in setting a recording 
pace.) 
2. A tally is recorded by writing down the symbol corres­
ponding to the appropriate verbal and/or nonverbal 
category or subcategory. Whenever the teacher or 
student's verbal and nonverbal communication serves 
the same function and happens simultaneously, the ob­
server codes the verbal symbol and encircles it. 
3. The original sequence of the class interaction is pre­
served by recording the category symbols in columns. 
4. Whenever the teacher and students are simultaneously 
offering information to be coded, the symbol/-with the 
appropriate students' response symbol (ex.: r, ) is 
placed in the column as a means of indicating the be­
ginning of students' response. The coder subsequently 
continues as usual the recording of teacher's communi­
cations as they occur. Should the teacher stop talking 
and/or demonstrating, the students' response is then 
coded as usual. The symbol \_is placed to indicate the 
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end of students' response. After the recording ses­
sions, the coder adds the appropriate students' res­
ponse symbols in between each tally recorded for the 
teacher inside the bracketed area. 
5. Rule five applies when more than half of the students 
that can be seen are engaged in the activity. 
An example of a coding sheet is provided in the fol­
lowing page. 
Agreement Rules Developed for the Coding of Dance Classes 
1. When the teacher starts a comment and is interrupted 
before he makes sense, the comment is coded as the pre-
vioysly coded statement, unless it is evident that he/ 
she was about to start something new, in which case 
the comment is coded as 10 (confusion). 
2. If a student stops during the presentation of a dance 
and nothing else happens, a 10 is recorded until he/ 
she begins dancing again. 
3. Inaudible parts of the students' or teacher's talk are 
coded as 10 (.confusion) . 
4. To be classified as a sanction, a communication should 
include explicit sanctioning behaviors. 
5. Any sanction following students' reactions to teacher 
solicitation of students' input regarding standards of 
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EXAMPLE OF A CODING SHEET 
Teacher number 2 Technique 
Sample number 1 (30 minutes) 
10 
J3 P3 
13 J4 © RL P2 
J3 R1 RL 
R1 RL MI X4 RL 
P3 M1 © M1 P3 R3 RL ( V  JL O 
© 10 RL RL RL R3 20 
© © P3 S C + 3 © RL © 
P3 1*7 RL 
RL RL MI P3 © 
0 P3 © © © W RL © 
(3 RI RL RL RL © © Z 3  
0 P3 © © RL © 
© RI RL RL RL MI © M1 
© P3 © P 3 M1 P3 RL A 
© RI RL RL RL 10 © 
© V © P3 © V 
/IF 
RL 
/—\ 
RI 
© RI RL RL RL © 
© P3 Q J4 © RI RL RI 
© RI RL RL RL © © © 
© O © P3 © RI RL RI 
© RL RI RL RL J4 MI 
© P3 © J4 \© RI RL RL 
© RI RL RL © © © C + 3 
20 C + 
3 © Q © RI RL RL 
M1 RI RL 
RI © MI \!L © 
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performance or development of a plan or procedure, of 
students' thinking, students' self-expression is coded 
as Si+ or S-L". 
Teacher's and students' applause after the presentation 
of a dance is coded as S]_ + (nonverbal). 
Teacher's comments such as "Pardon me?" or "What?" are 
coded as P3 (meaning, "repeat your question"). 
Teacher's comments such as, "I am sorry" are coded M2. 
Any teacher's communication directed to the accompanist 
is coded M3. 
Demonstration and/or explanation of an exercise is 
coded as 14 or i^; comments and/or motions made regard­
ing the posology (number of repetitions, etc.) is coded 
P3 or p3. 
Teacher's repetitions of students' responses or behaviors 
are coded I4 or 14. 
When in doubt about a teacher' comment being I4 or I5 
the comment is considered I5 unless an objective refer­
ent has been mentioned. Verbal cues such as "I feel", 
"I think", "It seems to me", etc. are indicative of I5. 
An individual student's reaction is coded only if the 
teacher takes account of it. 
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14. Because of the team teaching situation in one of the 
classes, it was agreed that the second teacher would 
be coded as a student unless invited by the teacher 
to take the responsibility of teaching. 
Instructions for Analyzing the Coded Information 
For purposes of analysis, the information recorded ac­
cording to the Lord's adaptation of Joyce's system is com­
piled on a 50 x 50 matrix. The latter was built according 
to the procedures developed by Cheffers et al. (1974), An 
example of the 50 x 5 0 matrix representing the verbal and 
nonverbal dimensions of the system is given in Figure 5. 
When the computer is used, tallies are entered in the 
matrix according to the procedures developed by Rodgers (Chef­
fers et al. , 1974) for CAFIAS. The reader can find the des­
cription of these procedures in Chapter X of Interaction Ana-
lisis: An Application to Nonverbal Activity (Cheffers et 
al. , 1974 , p. 55-63) . 
For each of CAFIAS' categories, the position assigned 
to the teacher can be used to enter the verbal dimension 
and that assigned to the student to enter the nonverbal di­
mension of the Lord's adaptation of Joyce's system of teacher 
behaviors analysis. The categories 10 and 20 can be entered 
under the positions reserved for the environment in the 
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Example of the Matrix 
1 
1 « 
"i" V ' t r i  V< i i vr i i • 'M1' 
% I 
'tf; 
• i 
S - i  
4  *  A  < WW 
V, V 
t # «: A  
rt I *  i  * * 
n " S3 
5/ 
A* 
0.* i 
*»* 1 . I 
w  
V 
s,; 
1 
i 
V 
<>«• 
A 
#V 
I#"' 
1 
X/ 
L t  
Z l  
Lx. 
Z i  
XJ 
rv 
i s  
L  
rti 
v>. 
Ma 
! *11 
*s 
tf. 
Co. 
«>*. 
H i  
i 
t o  
JO 
re*. —r~ 
S T  a .  
T o r  
% 
Teacher 
Class 
Time 
Sample #: 
Date: 
Recording moment: 
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categories 10 and 20 of CAFIAS. The appropriate symbol 
coresponding to the aspect entered under each position can 
be placed on the computer data sheet after computation. 
APPENDIX B 
RELIABILITY DATA 
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Raw Data Used for the Calculation of the 
Coefficient of Objectivity of the 
Two Coders in Using the LAJS 
First coding session 
CODER NUMBER ONE 
Ten Top Cells Number of Tallies Ranking Order 
J4 
-
A 4  
225 1 
r3 
- 10 140 2 
rl 
-
Z 4  
136 3.5 
ri 
- P3 136 3.5 
i4 
- rl 125 5 
P3 
- rl 
118 6 
P3 - ?3 99 7 
10 - r 3 98 8 
I 4  
- J4 96 9 
10 — 10 94 10 
CODER NUMBER TWO 
Ten Top Cells Number of Tallies Ranking Order 
J4 
- A4 
230 1 
r3 - 10 140 2 
rl 
-
J4 
128 3 
rl 
- P3 99 7 
i4 
-
rl 102 5.5 
P3 - rl 119 4 
P3 
- P3 95 
in • 
00 
10 - r3 95 8.5 
A4 
-
J4 
102 5.5 
10 - 10 66 11 
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Raw Data Used for the Calculation of Coder 
Number One's Coefficient of Reliability 
in Using the LAJS 
FIRST CODING SESSION 
Ten 1 Top Cells Number of Tallies Ranking Order 
X 4  
-
A 4  
225 1 
r3 
- 10 140 2 
rl 
-
* 4  
136 3.5 
rl 
- P3 136 3.5 
i4 
- rl 125 5 
P3 
- rl 
118 6 
P3 - P 3  99 7 
10 - r3 98 
8 
I 4  
- J4 96 9 
10 - 10 94 10 
SECOND CODING SESSION 
Ten Top Cells Number of Tallies Ranking Order 
X4 
-
i A  
228 1 
r3 - 10 136 3 
rl 
-
J4 
140 2 
rl - P3 116 6 
i4 
- rl 135 4 
P3 - rl 117 5 
P3 
- P3 88 9 
10 - r3 96 7 
i 4  
-
*4 92 8 
10 — 10 86 10 
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Raw Data Used for the Calculation of Coder 
Number Two's Coefficient of Reliability 
in Using the LAJS 
FIRST CODING SESSION 
Ten Top Cells Number of Tallies Ranking Order 
*4 
-
i4 230 1 
r3 
- 10 140 2 
rl 
- X4 
128 3 
rl - P3 99 7 
L 4  
- ri 102 5.5 
P3 - rl 119 4 
P_ _ 95 
in • 
00 
3 - 3 
10 - r 3 95 
in 00 
A4 
- J4 
102 5.5 
10 - 10 66 11 
SECOND CODING SESSION 
Ten Top Cells Number of Tallies Ranking Order 
X4 
— i4 243 1 
r3 
- 10 141 2 
rl 
-
*4 120 5 
rl 
- P3 135 4 
L 4  
- rl 130 3 
P3 
- ri 
110 6 
P3 - P3 96 7.5 
10 - r3 85 9 
i4 
-
*4 96 7.5 
10 - 10 76 10 
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Additional Related Information 
Further information regarding the University of North 
Carolina at Greensboro, the Dance Division of the School 
of Health, Physical Education and Recreation, the teach­
ers and classes selected for the study is provided in 
this section. This information was gathered through the 
review of pertinent literature (University of North Caro­
lina at Greensboro Bulletin, course outlines, teacher's 
vitae), a personal interview with each teacher involved 
in the study, and finally, through the compilation of a 
short questionnaire filled out by the students enrolled in 
the dance classes selected for that study. A copy of that 
questionnaire is shown in Appendix D. 
Description of the University Setting 
The University of North Carolina at Greensboro is 
a state-supported, coeducational institution with a cur­
rent enrollment of about 9,800 students, with over 50,000 
living alumni. 
About 6,900 students are currently involved in pro­
grams leading to eight different undergraduate degrees in 
89 fields of study. Most of the degrees require 120 se­
mester hours, 24 to 36 of them being applied in the major 
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field. The university counts about 2,850 graduate 
students. 
With about 610 full-time faculty members, 62% of whom 
hold doctorate degrees, the university has a student-faculty 
ratio of 14.5 to 1. 
The Dance Division of the University of North Carolina 
at Greensboro's School of Health, Physical Education and 
Recreation 
The Dance Division was created in 1972 as a part of the 
School of Health, Physical Education and Recreation. It ac­
tually counts five full-time faculty members and also uses 
the services of three part-time graduate assistants. 
Physical dance facilities include three dance studios, 
one of which is currently used as a stage area. All the 
classes selected for the present study occurred in the "lower 
dance studio". This studio offers a 39 x 50 feet wood floor, 
has about 90 feet of ballet barres attached to three walls, 
and about 285 square feet of mirrors fixed to the front and 
to one side wall. The large glass door and eight windows 
at the back wall allow good natural lighting during the day 
time. The studio is connected to an "upper studio" which 
becomes a large lighted stage area when sliding doors that 
divide the two studios are opened. 
One graduate and two undergraduate dance major programs 
are offered by the Dance Division. The Bachelor of Fine Arts 
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is offered as a preparation for a professional career as 
a dancer or choreographer, while the Bachelor of Science 
is offered as a professional preparation for dance teach­
ers. The Master's of Fine Art program is offered as an 
opportunity for further study in the dance discipline. 
The Teachers 
Teacher number one. Teacher number one was responsi­
ble for the "Undergraduate Intermediate Choreography" class 
and for the "Low Intermediate Modern Dance" class. She 
is a well-known dance educator who has numerous profes­
sional contributions and publications to her credit. Her 
teaching experience includes two years at the high school 
level and about seventeen years distributed among four dif­
ferent universities, before she came to the University of 
North Carolina at Greensboro in 1976. She has been teach­
ing and choreographing at this university since that time. 
According to teacher number one's curriculum vitae, 
her formal educational background consists of a Bachelor 
of Science in Education with a major in Physical Education 
(.1955) , a Master of Science in Physical Education-Dance 
(1964) and a Ph.D. in Physical Education-Dance (1969). Her 
doctoral dissertation dealt with the choreographic process. 
Numerous opportunities to work with a variety of dance 
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artist-choreographers — Nikolais, Redlick, Hoving, in 
particular — along with dance therapy workshops can also 
be added to a description of her formal training in dance. 
During a short interview, teacher number one defined her 
role as that of a guide. Each student represents for her a 
unique individual and potential artist. She thus deems it 
her educational responsibility to start where the students 
are in order to help them to go their own way. The teacher, 
she believes, must be a resource person who helps students 
to experience and to learn from their experience. She is 
convinced of the necessity of letting the student take the 
responsibility for his/her own learning. 
She considers the development of an appropriate learn­
ing climate to be an important aspect of the teaching of 
dance. For both technique and choreography settings, she 
refers to such a climate in terms of "stimulating artistic 
environment". Informality, as well as physical and psycho­
logical well-being, is what she specifically intends to 
create in technique classes, while freedom, as well as stu­
dents' participation and interaction, constitutes specific 
concerns that she relates to the climate of choreography 
classes. 
At this point in her career, teacher number one at­
tributes first priority to her teaching responsibilities. 
She considers her professional contributions to the promotion 
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and recognition of the art of dance as secondary, though 
still of considerable importance. Her own artistic de­
velopment and personal growth constitute her third profes­
sional priority. 
Teacher number two. Teacher number two was responsi­
ble for the "Graduate Choreography for Large Groups and Long 
Dances" class and for the "Undergraduate High Intermediate 
Modern Dance" class. As a dance educator, she is relatively 
new for the field. Her introductory teaching experience was 
provided in 1973 in the context of a dance theatre and cul­
tural arts program. She subsequently taught in two different 
American universities before she came to the University of 
North Carolina at Greensboro where she has been teaching and 
choreographing since the fall of 1975. 
According to teacher number two's curriculum vitae, her 
formal educational background consists of a Bachelor of 
Science in Education with a major in dance (1973) , and a 
Master of Science in Education with a major in dance (1975). 
A relatively diversified informal dance background can also 
be added to the latter. In the areas of technique and cho­
reography, she had opportunities to work with Cliff Keuter, 
Elizabeth Bergman, Gay Delange, Phyllis Lamhut, Viola Faber, 
Merce Cunningham and Company, Maggie Black and Taya Bergman. 
Her dance background also includes experiences in the area of 
dance therapy. 
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During a short interview, teacher number two revealed 
that the idea of "interaction" is at the core of her con­
ception of teaching and education. She believes that the 
learning and growth process can be at its best only when 
both teacher and students fulfill their mutual responsibi­
lities. Viewing the students as unique individuals posses­
sing unique talents and needs, she regards it as the teach­
er's responsibility to offer multiple alternatives, and 
at the same time the students' obligation to take from 
the instructor what they need. She refers to the teacher 
alternately as guide, stimulator and interpreter. In tech­
nique as well as in choreography classes she aims at the 
development of holistic dancers, choreographers and artists. 
The climate of the dance class is a major concern of 
this teacher. She describes an appropriate climate for 
both choreography and technique as warm, secure and per­
missive, yet "professional" and challenging. Openness and 
respect for individuality constitute climate characteristics 
she assigns more particularly to the choreography setting, 
while structure and firmness she applies more frequently to 
that of technique. 
Descriptions of the Classes 
Intermediate dance choreography. This class met in 
the "lower dance studio" twice a week Con Tuesday and 
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Thursday) from 9:30 to 11:00 A.M.,It enjoyed the constant 
presence of an accompanist who worked in close collabora­
tion with teachers and students. Under the direction of 
teacher number one, the class was taught by a team of two 
teachers; however, teacher number one was the main focus 
for this study. 
The class was an undergraduate course, a follow-up to 
a beginning course in choreography. Its major objectives 
are defined in terms of individual creative growth and de­
velopment of basic skills in the craft of making dances. 
The content is focused on content and form motivations for 
dance. Throughout the semester the students were actively 
involved in designing dances for groups according to their 
subject matter interest and aesthetic taste. Doris Humphrey's 
The Art of Making Dances was the basic textbook for this 
course. 
The class numbered 15 female students and one male 
student. They were all currently involved in getting a 
Bachelor of Fine Arts or a Bachelor of Science degree in 
dance. Among these students, four had not completed the 
prerequisite, the beginning choreography class. They 
were, however, allowed to take the course rather than be 
held up in graduation. As a result, an important disparity 
in the students' ability levels existed. 
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The student questionnaire revealed that most students 
enrolled in that class with a desire for personal creative 
growth. Acquisition of knowledge and skills in choreo­
graphy was the second most widely shared purpose. In 
general, the second purpose tended to be more fulfilled 
than the first one at the end of the semester. Group work 
and freedom was particularly appreciated by that group. 
Choreography for Large Groups and Long Dances. The 
class met in the "lower dance studio" twice a week (on 
Tuesday and Thursday) from 11:00 A.M. to 12:30 P.M. In 
addition to the regular space of the studio, the stage area 
was often used for dance presentations. The services of an 
accompanist were always available to the teacher as well as 
to the students. 
Major objectives for this graduate course were defined 
in terms of development of choreographic skills, understand­
ing of and experimentation with a variety of approaches to 
choreography and sharpening of the aesthetic sense. The 
content was focused on four major aspects: (a) exploration 
of basic choreographic concepts and movement analysis spe­
cific to large groups and long dances; (b) experimentation 
with "task dances"; (c) exploration of a variety of sources 
of movement and ideas for dances, and (d) practice of the 
technique of developing phrases. Class activities primarily 
212 
took the forms of exploration workshops, improvisation and 
observation, appreciation, criticism and presentation of 
individual student's works in progress. 
The class numbered 11 female students and one male 
student. All were involved in getting a Master of Fine 
Arts in Dance. Important discrepancies existed in the 
students' choreographic knowledges and skills; not all had 
essential undergraduate level experience. 
The student questionnaire revealed a desire for know­
ledge and skill acquisition in choreography to be almost 
unanimously shared by the members of that group whose desire 
appeared to be fairly well satisfied at the end of the se­
mester. A variety of experiences was particularly apprecia­
ted: (a) improvisation, (b) observation of others' works, 
(c) development of e piece over a whole semester, and (c) 
teacher-students' appreciation and criticism. 
Intermediate Modern Dance Technique II. This class met 
in the lower dance studio twice a week (Monday and Wednes­
day) from 2:30 to 4:00 P.M. The services of a percussionist 
were available during the first five weeks of the semester. 
The task of accompaniment was taken over by the teacher after 
the accompanist's departure. 
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This course was of high intermediate level. Its major 
goals were related to expanding the students' possibilities 
for moving in a richer and more complete way as well as 
assuring their personal integration and interpretation of 
these new possibilities. The content relied mainly on 
the teacher's integration of three different technical sty­
les: (a) Cunningham, (b) Humphrey - Weidman, and (c) Niko­
lais. The basic structure of the lesson generally included: 
(a) an introductory warm-up, (b) techniques and specifics, 
(c) sequence, (d) large motor/space pattern, (e) improvi­
sation, and (f) centering. 
About 25 students were currently enrolled in this class. 
All but one were female and possessed varied skills levels. 
These students were involved in a variety of dance programs, 
primarily the Bachelor of Fine Arts, the Bachelor of Science 
and the Master's degree. Many students were auditing. 
Responses to the student questionnaire indicated the 
improvement of their individual technical abilities to be 
the common purpose shared by most of the students who tended 
to be highly satisfied at the end of the semester. The va­
riety and challenge provided by the end of class combinations 
was particularly appreciated by the class members. 
Intermediate Modern Dance Technique I. The class met 
in the lower dance studio twice a week (Tuesday and Thursday) 
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from 2:oo to 3:30 P.M. The services of a percussionist 
were available during the first five weeks of the semester. 
The accompaniment was provided by the teacher after the 
accompanist's departure. 
This course was of low intermediate level. Its major 
goals were defined in terms of improving students' move­
ment possibilities as well as freeing them from motor ste­
reotypes. The development of a sense of motion was strongly 
emphasized. Many technical styles formed the content of 
that class, but that of Nikolais predominated. A progres­
sion from relatively stable work to extensive use of space 
and time was generally followed. 
About 14 students, three of whom were male, were cur­
rently taking that class. These students possessed varied 
dance skills levels and were mainly involved in a Bachelor 
of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Science, or Master's degree in 
Dance. A few were auditing. 
According to the results of the student questionnaire, 
the improvement of students individual dance technical 
abilities was the common purpose shared by most of the class 
members who tended to be fairly satisfied at the end of the 
semester. The teacher's emphasis on flow and quality of 
movement was particularly appreciated by the class members. 
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
TITLE OF THE COURSE: 
NAME OF THE TEACHER: 
DATE : 
1. What was your purpose in enrolling in this course 
(beyond obtaining credits)? 
2. To what extent was your purpose fulfilled? 
1) a great deal; 2) moderately; 3) a little; 
4) not at all. 
3. What did you like most about your experience in that 
class? 
4. What did you like least about your experience in that 
class? 
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